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ABSTRACT 
 
While scholars have noticed important allusions to Hesiod in Quintus of Smyrna’s 
Posthomerica, there is still a need to explain Hesiod’s relevance in a poem that is so 
overtly Homeric. I argue that an understanding of Hesiod’s reception, especially during 
the Second Sophistic period, will lead to a deeper appreciation of the Posthomerica and 
the world that produced it. Hesiodic allusions appear at key moments in the narrative and 
invite us to see Quintus of Smyrna as reading Homeric epic and ethics through a Hesiodic 
lens. Rather than read the Posthomerica solely as a work of Homeric emulation, I 
propose that Quintus of Smyrna relies on Hesiod’s reputation as Homer’s rival to 
articulate his critique of Homeric poetics and heroism.  
 Chapter One argues that Quintus of Smyrna reorients his reader’s gaze from 
Homer to Hesiod right when he seems to ape a Homeric practice, namely the ekphrasis of 
Achilles’ shield. Chapter Two asserts that Quintus of Smyrna’s use of Hesiod contributes 
to the Posthomerica’s narrative structure and highlights his revision of the Homeric idea 
of virtue (arete), such that Iliadic force must be joined with Hesiodic wisdom. Chapter 
Three examines Quintus of Smyrna’s Hesiodic self-portrayal and argues that the 
Posthomerica may be read as a telling of the Trojan saga through a Hesiodic lens. 
	ix	 	
Chapter Four discusses Quintus of Smyrna in the context of Hesiodic reception. And 
Chapter Five places Quintus of Smyrna’s reception of Homer and Hesiod within the 
broader landscape of Second Sophistic and Late Antique literature, comparing his 
allusive practices to those of Greek hexameter poets of his era. This study concludes that 
Quintus of Smyrna’s revision of Homer reflects a trend among some Second Sophistic 
authors who re-write and critique Homeric narratives. Moreover, his direct and pervasive 
engagement with the works of Hesiod is unique when compared to his fellow Greek 
hexameter poets, whose allusions to Hesiod are mediated through a Hellenistic filter. By 
bridging studies of the Posthomerica and studies in Hesiod’s reception, my work enables 
us to gain a better understanding of Quintus of Smyrna’s dynamic engagement with his 
archaic literary tradition. 
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INTRODUCTION 	
A Greek poet by the name of Κόϊντος or Κόϊντος ὁ ποιητής (Quintus or Quintus the 
Poet)1 is author of a fourteen-book epic hexameter poem known as τὰ µετὰ τὸν Ὅµηρον 
or τὰ µεθ’ Ὅµηρον (lit. “the things after Homer,” otherwise the Posthomerica),2 which 
retells the mythic events directly following Hector’s death and shortly preceding the 
Greek Returns. The shadow of Homer indeed looms large over this poem that is so tightly 
bound between the end of the Iliad and the beginning of the Odyssey.  
 The Posthomerica mirrors the Homeric poems in genre, form, style, language, 
characters and content. The Renaissance Greek scholar Constantinus Lascaris attests to 
the close relationship between these two authors, and writes of Quintus, “He was most 
Homeric and wished to compose Homerically the events left out of the Iliad by Homer” 
(Ὁµηρικώτατος δὲ γενόµενος ἠθέλησε τὰ τῷ Ὁµήρῳ παραλελειµµένα τῆς Ἰλιάδος 
Ὁµηρικῶς ποιῆσαι).3 This must explain why we find in some manuscripts the 
Posthomerica set between the two Homeric poems.4 Furthermore, late into the poem 
(Book Twelve) the narrator himself attests to his Homeric heritage in a famous 
invocation to the Muses, in which he describes himself as a shepherd tending to his herds 
in the lands of Smyrna, the self-proclaimed birthplace of Homer. Hence, our poet is now 
called Quintus of Smyrna.5 Thus, the Posthomerica has for centuries been read and 																																																								1	Earliest references are in Eustathius and Tzetzes (12th century CE), for which see Vian 
(1963: vii). 
2 On the title, found in Eustathius, see Vian (1963: vii-viii), Baumbach and Bär (2007: 1). 
3 Köchly (1850), Bär (2009: 25), Scheijnen (2018: 12). 
4 See Vian (1963: xxvn1), discussed in Scheijnen (2018: 11). 
5 The dates of Quintus of Smyrna are contested. His terminus post quem is based on 
allusions to Oppian’s Halieutica, a work dedicated to Marcus Aurelius and Commodus as 
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interpreted within a Homeric framework; some scholars have even gone so far as to refer 
to Quintus of Smyrna as a “new Homer” (Homerus novus),”6 or a “second Homer.”7 
 But what about the shepherd? And the sheep and the Muses? Such references 
clearly allude to Hesiod and his famous encounter with the Muses as narrated in the 
proem to the Theogony. Why would a “most Homeric” poet describe himself as a 
Hesiodic singer? While scholars have noted the Hesiodic echoes, the influence of Homer 
has tended to overshadow explanations for Hesiod’s presence and purpose in the poem. 
This dissertation refocuses the light on Hesiod.  
 I argue that Quintus of Smyrna draws upon the ancient tradition of viewing 
Hesiod as the age-old rival of Homer in order to cast a critical eye on Homer. This 
reading of Hesiod is reminiscent of Hesiod’s victory over Homer in the Contest of Homer 
and Hesiod, a second century CE text connected to the Mouseion of the fourth century 
BCE sophist Alcidamas. It reflects Hellenistic receptions of Hesiod and Homer, whereby 
Hesiod is preferred by the likes of Callimachus over the poetry and subject matter of the 																																																																																																																																																																					
co-regents (176-80 CE). His terminus ante quem, roughly the end of the third century CE, 
is based on Quintus of Smyrna’s influence on Triphiodorus’s Iliou Halosis, a papyrus 
fragment of which can be dated to no later than the beginning of the fourth century, CE 
(POxy. 2946, vol. 41, 1972). This is then further restricted by a Christian hexameter 
poem, the Visio Dorothei, whose sphragis reads, “This is the end of the vision of 
Dorotheos, son of Quintus the poet” (τέλος τῆς ὁράσεως Δωροθέου Κυΐντου ποιητοῦ). 
Hurst, Reverdin and Rudhardt (1984: 47-49) identify this Dorotheus with a man 
mentioned in Eusebius’s Historia Ecclesiastica (7.32.2-3, 8. 1. 4, 8. 6. 1), whose 
martyrdom under Diocletian’s persecutions (late 290’s CE) would place him at the end of 
the 3rd century CE, and thus Quintus of Smyrna a generation earlier, approximately the 
latter half of the 3rd century CE. On the influence of Oppian, see Kneebone (2007); on 
Triphiodorus, see B. Gerlaud (1982); on the Visio Dorothei, see discussion in Baumbach 
and Bär, “Introduction” (2007: 2-3).  
6 Bär (2007: 40; see also 2010: 291). 
7 Maciver (2012a: 36). 
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Homeric poems. Quintus of Smyrna alludes to Hesiod in the Posthomerica at places of 
highly self-reflexive poetic activity, such as the ekphrasis of Achilles’ armor in Book 
Five (1-120) and the invocation to the Muses in Book Twelve (306-13), to draw the 
reader’s attention to his revision of Homer through a Hesiodic pen. Moreover, this 
dialogue between Homer and Hesiod offers an interpretive key for appreciating the 
Posthomerica’s form and ideology, which is revealed as the narrative moves away from 
the martiality of the Iliad toward a new type of heroism that requires both strength and 
(what I call) Hesiodic wisdom. These are virtues that the poem’s late-arriving hero 
Neoptolemus must ultimately acquire in order to wrest a Greek victory from a military 
deadlock that even Achilles, for all his brawn, could not break. Quintus of Smyrna 
initiates this challenge to Homeric practice and ideals by supplanting him with Hesiod. 
 Since the Posthomerica’s rediscovery between 1453 and 1462 by Cardinal 
Basilius Bessarion,8 the poem has received a fair amount of attention, much of it bad.9  
From the 17th to the mid-20th century, the focus was on textual criticism, during which 
time editions by Lorenz Rhodomann (1604), Thomas Tychsen (1807), Hermann Köchly 
(two of them, in 1850 and 1853, respectively), and the magisterial three-volume text, 
translation and commentary by Francis Vian (Budé edition, released in 1963, 1966, 1969 
																																																								
8 For a summary of the textual transmission of the Posthomerica, see James and Lee 
(2000: 1-4). 
9 For bad attention, see Heinze (1915 passim), Campbell (1981: 118), Lloyd-Jones (1969: 
101), Lelli (2013). Bernard Knox, in the Epilogue of his co-edited Cambridge History of 
Classical Literature, treats Quintus of Smyrna in one paragraph, writing that his verses 
are “as full of Homeric formulas and reminiscences as they are empty of inspiration—a 
leaden echo of the great voice of his original” (1987: 715). 
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respectively) were published.10 Since Vian, several other text-and-commentaries have 
been published, including complete editions,11 partial12 and single-book commentaries.13  
 Source-criticism (Quellenforschung) has comprised a bulk of the scholarship on 
Quintus of Smyrna for the last sixty years. A number of critics have mined him for his 
Greek and Latin sources, including but certainly not limited to, Paschal (1904),14 Vian’s 
Recherches (1959b) and his commentary (1963-69), Campbell (1981), James and Lee 
(2000),15 Gärtner (2005) and Hadjicosti (2006). The prior work of these scholars has laid 
some of the groundwork for my research in that they have identified many (but not all) 
loci where Quintus of Smyrna draws from Hesiod and the Hellenistic writers. They tend 
not to discuss the significance of Quintus of Smyrna’s selection of earlier sources. Why, 
for example, would he replace Homer’s city of peace on the shield of Achilles (Hom. Il. 
18.490-508) with Hesiod’s image of just cities (Op. 225-37)? Why does Nestor allude to 
Hesiod’s paths of arete and kakotes (Op. 286-92) when speaking to Neoptolemus in the 
debate over the Wooden Horse? These are questions this dissertation attempts to answer. 
 Of all debates of Quellenforschung, by far the most hotly contested is that of 
Quintus of Smyrna’s relation to Vergil’s Aeneid.16 Based on similar depictions of the 
same episodes, such as the destruction of Troy, Rhodomann (1604) first suggested that he 																																																								
10 For a complete and unparalleled review of the Posthomerica’s manuscript tradition, see 
Vian (1959a). For a bibliography of all scholarly work from the early 16th century to his 
own time, see Vian (1959b: 7-15).  
11 Pompella (2002), Lelli (2013). 
12 Bär (2009). 
13 Campbell (1981), James and Lee (2000). 
14 Homer, Epic Cycle, Attic tragedy, Hellenistic literature, Vergil, Ovid, and Seneca. 
15 James and Lee (2001) argue rather convincingly that Quintus’s presentation of the 
hoplon krisis is indebted to Ovid, Met. 13.1-381. 
16 See James (2007: 145-49). 
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was indebted to Vergil’s description of the sack of Troy. Tychsen in his 1807 edition of 
the text posited that both Quintus of Smyrna and Vergil resorted to the same common 
source. Köchly (1850) denied any influence at all, while Frederick Paley (1876) carried 
out an alternative explanation by Tychsen, that perhaps Vergil was indebted to Quintus of 
Smyrna, and thus postdated him. Keydell was the first to suggest a direct influence of 
Vergil on Quintus of Smyrna (1931; 1954; 1961; 1963), whereas Vian staunchly opposed 
this view, and argued instead that the presence of similarities and differences in their 
depictions of the Trojan horse, Sinon, Laocoon etc., derived from a lost Hellenistic 
source (1959b; 1963; 1966; 1969). This hypothesis does not rest on solid ground, 
however, since it assumes a slavish adherence by Quintus of Smyrna to a non-extant and 
unheard-of Greek source, and a conscious deviation from it by Vergil. In a recent 
monograph on the subject, Ursula Gärtner takes a fresh look at the debate and considers 
new evidence from Egypt of bilingual papyri with translations and paraphrases of 
Vergil’s Aeneid. Even so, she does not come down definitively on the side of direct 
influence of Vergil on Quintus of Smyrna. While I do not offer any new insights on the 
question of influence between these two authors, nor on the question whether Quintus of 
Smyrna read his Latin sources, I do argue that his engagement with Hesiod reflects 
similar attitudes toward Hesiod found in Vergil’s works. Hesiod’s reception by Vergil 
and the Augustan poets, like the Hellenistic writers, are important witnesses for my 
understanding of Quintus of Smyrna’s modus operandi. 
 Since the turn of the millennium, scholarship on Quintus of Smyrna has vastly 
expanded along with a burgeoning interest in situating him within his cultural, historical, 
	 6	
	
literary, political, and social milieu. In 2006, the world’s first international conference on 
Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica was held, organized by Manuel Baumbach and Silvio 
Bär (in collaboration with Nicola Dümmler), the impetus for which “emerged from the 
discrepancy between the comparatively meagre (scholarly) reception of this late epic 
poem on the one hand…and the prospering studies in the field of Second Sophistic 
literature on the other.”17 The conference produced fruitful studies on Quintus of 
Smyrna’s poetics (poetic program, ekphrasis, narrative technique), his relation to earlier 
authors such as Homer, (Ps-)Hesiod, Callimachus, and Vergil (emulation, innovation, 
intertextuality), his theology and ethics (personified abstractions (Fear, Strife, War, etc.), 
fate, the role of the gods, deception), and his contemporary “Second Sophistic” world 
(Greco-Roman relations, geopolitics, geopoetics, cultural politics, Oppian, Nonnus, other 
Trojan narratives).18 
 There are two general points I wish to raise about this conference, both of which 
continue to shape and influence current directions in scholarship, and both of which I 
address in this dissertation. These issues are immediately apparent in the title of the 
conference’s edited volume: “Engaging Homer in Second Sophistic Epic.”19 First, the 
Homer-Quintus relationship remains the focus, to which other literary presences, such as 
Hesiod, are subordinated, even in cases where Quintus of Smyrna gives equal or more 
prominence to a non-Homeric source. This focus has carried over into Vincent 
Tomasso’s (2010) dissertation on Quintus’s reception of Homer, as well as Calum 																																																								
17 Baumbach and Bär, “Introduction” (2007, 25). 
18 The conference has inspired several other colloquia on Quintus of Smyrna, for which 
see Scheijnen (2018: 15n52). 
19 Emphasis mine. 
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Maciver’s recent book (2012a),20 both of which, at times, allow the Homer-Quintus 
relationship to override or disregard clear interruptions to Quintus of Smyrna’s Homeric 
emulation. 
 Second, the term “Second Sophistic,” while relevant and powerful in its own 
narrow sense, is a problematic and restrictive term to use in discussions of Quintus of 
Smyrna and the Posthomerica. The term has two different meanings, one ancient and one 
modern.21 Moreover, as Tim Whitmarsh argues, the term too often puts emphasis on 
“subordinating poetics to a supposed context where rhetorical prose dominates rather 
than reading the material on its own terms as poetry.”22 As Calum Maciver aptly puts it, 
“there is no such thing as Second Sophistic epic: in a sense this is a contradiction in 
terms.”23  
 However, this problem may be sidestepped if we approach Quintus of Smyrna 
from the vantage of Homeric and Hesiodic reception in the Second Sophistic period. 
Lawrence Kim in his book Homer Between History and Fiction in Imperial Greek 
Literature (2010) has shown that an important facet of Homer’s reception involves re-
thinking, re-forming and even correcting Homeric narratives. Quintus of Smyrna’s 
adaptation of Homeric characters, reformation of Iliadic notions of heroism, and 
replacement of iconic Homeric passages falls in line with Philostratus’s Heroicus and Dio 
Chrysostom’s Trojan Oration, both of which offer anti-Homeric versions of the Trojan 
War. My reading of Quintus of Smyrna’s reception of Homer, then, differs from the work 																																																								
20 Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica: Engaging Homer in Late Antiquity.  
21 For which, see Whitmarsh (2013: 3-4). 
22 Whitmarsh (2013: 5). 
23 Maciver (2012a: 18). 
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of Bär, Maciver, and Tomasso, who emphasize Quintus of Smyrna’s Homeric status, and 
read the Posthomerica as a “traditional” response to Homer in contrast to Second 
Sophistic re-inventions of Homer. I, rather, suggest that Quintus of Smyrna should be 
read in company with these Homeric innovators. 
 In addition, the problem of the Second Sophistic’s limited scope may further be 
alleviated if we consider it not only as a discrete period but also as another point in the 
continuum of re-reading the archaic and classical past.24 While the period of 50-250 CE 
does enjoy a flourishing of literary activity among Greek elites living in the Roman 
Empire, its traditional defining characteristics—concern for rhetoric, archaism, and 
identity as it is bound up in Greek cultural heritage (paideia)—can all be detected 
throughout the Hellenistic, Roman Imperial and Late Antique periods as well. Moreover, 
such a strong focus on prose tends to overlook other forms of literary production from 
these periods, especially Greek hexameter poetry, of which there are important 
specimens, both mythological and didactic, spanning the third through fifth centuries CE. 
My dissertation analyzes Quintus of Smyrna in relation to Oppian, Pseudo-Oppian, 
Triphiodorus, and Colluthus, and compares how they allude to Hesiod in works that are 
more overtly Homeric.25 Expanding our horizon beyond the conventional temporal and 
literary boundaries of the Second Sophistic enables us to see Quintus of Smyrna’s 
Posthomerica as an example of a broader cultural phenomenon in the Greco-Roman 
																																																								
24 Whitmarsh brilliantly uses the theory of Quantum Mechanics to explain this way of 
approaching the Second Sophistic (2017).  
25 See Baumbach (2017: 495). 
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world of re-examining two of Greece’s most important hexameter poets and their relation 
to one another. 
 This dissertation highlights an urgent need in scholarship to connect studies of 
Quintus of Smyrna with recent treatments of Hesiod’s reception, and serves to expand 
our understanding of Hesiod’s reception among Second Sophistic and Late Antique 
poets. There is a stunning absence of Quintus of Smyrna in studies on the reception of 
Hesiod, a topic that has received much recent attention, but is by no means a closed 
book.26 Scholars of Quintus of Smyrna seem fully aware of his active engagement with 
Hesiod’s works, but the Posthomerica has not figured in discussions of Hesiod’s afterlife. 
Martin West cites him only sporadically and mainly in textual-critical notes or as a source 
for certain mythological treatments, especially the Epic Cycle.27 Federica Ciccolella does 
not mention him in her section on Hesiod’s reception in the Imperial period,28 nor do 
Hugo Koning or Helen Van Noorden in their recent books on Hesiod’s reception in 
antiquity.29 Richard Hunter’s book on the reception of Hesiod’s Works and Days passes 
over him in silence, even though Quintus’s imitation of that poem would enrich Hunter’s 
discussion, for example, of Hesiod’s Path of Arete (Op. 287-92), a passage that receives 
ample treatment by him.30 Given the status quo of current scholarship, a study that 																																																								
26 See Most (2006, lxiii): “The ancient reception of Hesiod is a vast, complex, and very 
under-researched area;” Ciccolella (2012, 154): “[Hesiod’s] reception is…an immensum 
aequor, which is still in need of systematic exploration.”  
27 See West (1986, 2003, 2013). 
28 Ciccolella (2012: 145). 
29 Koning (2010), Van Noorden (2014), although see Van Noorden (2018: 404) for a 
brief reference to Quintus of Smyrna (QS 5.49-56, discussed below). 
30 Hunter (2014: 93-100). Canevaro (2015) and Scully (2015) make passing reference to 
Quintus of Smyrna, and will be discussed in Chapters Four and Five below. 
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focuses on the Hesiodic influences in Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica seeks to bridge 
the apparent divide between treatments of Quintus of Smyrna and Hesiod’s post-classical 
reception, and stands to contribute greatly to our knowledge on both fronts.  
 I have organized the dissertation into the following five chapters. I begin in 
Chapter One by examining Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield (QS 5.1-
109), and argue that his replacement of Homer’s city at peace with Hesiod’s just cities (at 
QS 5.43-48) is emblematic of his larger project of revising Homeric notions of peace and 
justice with Hesiod’s vision of communal harmony.  
 Immediately following this Hesiodic intrusion upon Homer’s divinely wrought 
iconography, Quintus of Smyrna introduces the mountain of Arete upon the shield (QS 
5.49-56), an image that has no precedent in Homer, but rather comes from Hesiod’s 
Works and Days (Op. 286-92) soon after his description of cities in blooming peace. In 
Chapter Two, I propose that the inclusion of this passage and its placement beside the just 
cities symbolizes a reorientation of our understanding of Iliadic excellence (arete). 
Individual striving for arete must take into consideration the good of the community. 
Furthermore, Quintus of Smyrna alludes to Hesiod’s description of the best man and the 
good man (Op. 293-97), a passage following on the heels of his paths to arete and 
kakotes, which advocates for a man to think for himself or to listen to those who speak 
well. Quintus of Smyrna places these allusions in the mouths of Nestor and Achilles as 
they address the poem’s protagonist, Neoptolemus, and implore him to listen to the voice 
of wisdom. Quintus of Smyrna presents, therefore, a coupling of Iliadic battle prowess 
with Hesiodic wisdom, embodied in Neoptolemus’s acquiescence to the figure of Nestor, 
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who throughout the poem exhibits traits of Theogonic kings and singers (cf. Hes. Th. 80-
103).  
 In Chapter Three I turn to Quintus of Smyrna’s invocation to the Muses (QS 
12.306-13),31 especially the verse in which he describes himself as occupying a mountain 
“neither too humble nor excessively lofty” (οὔρεϊ οὔτε λίην χθαµαλῷ οὔθ’ ὑψόθι πολλῷ, 
QS 12.313). Starting from Neil Hopkinson’s metapoetic reading of this line, that it 
signals Quintus of Smyrna’s identification with the rhetorical middle style, I show 
through ancient appraisals of Hesiod’s poetry that Hopkinson is most likely right in his 
(highly contested) reading, and that it furthers Quintus of Smyrna’s self-characterization 
as a Hesiodic poet in distinction to Homer, who was unanimously regarded as the poet of 
the grand style.  
 Chapter Four substantiates the claims of Chapters One to Three by placing 
Quintus of Smyrna’s appeals to Hesiod within the context of Hesiodic reception from 
Hellenistic to Imperial times. I posit that Quintus of Smyrna’s allusion to Callimachus’s 
imitation of Hesiod’s divine investiture32 is programmatic and aligns him with Hellenistic 
preferential treatment of Hesiod over Homer. In light of this acknowledgement, I offer a 
way of understanding the ancients’ description of Hesiod’s style as “sweet.”  
 Finally in Chapter Five I argue that Quintus of Smyrna’s revision of Homer 
through Hesiod reflects a trend among Second Sophistic authors to parody, ironize or 
attack Homer. However, one major distinction between Quintus of Smyrna and other 																																																								
31 This passage follows immediately after Neoptolemus heeds Nestor’s advice and agrees 
to enter the Wooden Horse (QS 12.297-305). 
32 An allusion that occurs in the invocation scene discussed	in	Chapter	Three.	
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later Greek hexameter poets is that he actively engages with Hesiod’s poetry, while the 
others (with the partial exception of Oppian) refer to Hesiod only through a thick 
Hellenistic filter. In these ways, Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica is an important 
testimonium of Hesiod’s afterlife in later antiquity.  
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CHAPTER ONE: VIEWING ACHILLES’ SHIELD 	
1.1 Revising Homer’s Shield 
In this chapter I develop a metric for analyzing ekphrasis based on aesthetic principles 
found in the progymnasmata, or manuals on oratory written by authors living close to 
Quintus of Smyrna’s time. We find that his ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield, while overtly 
imitative of the Homeric original, is nevertheless composed under an entirely different 
aesthetic lens, and focuses our attention instead on Hesiodic passages discussing arete 
and communal harmony. I argue that this revision of Homer’s famous shield description 
signals to his readership that the Posthomerica will on a larger scale be a revision of 
Iliadic notions of heroic excellence. 
 Our starting point will be Book Five, which opens with a description of Achilles’ 
shield (QS 5.1-101), an ekphrasis recalling of course Homer’s famous ekphrasis of 
Achilles’ shield in Book Eighteen of the Iliad (Il. 18.478-608). Many of the scenes 
depicted on the shield in Quintus of Smyrna have a close correspondence with his 
Homeric model. These include the opening scene of the heavens, its numerous bodies, 
and the sea (QS 5.6-11, ~ Il. 18.483-89); men at war (QS 5.25-42, ~ Il. 18.509-40); a city 
at peace (QS 5.44-56, ~ Il. 18.491-508); plowing and reaping (QS 5.57-65, ~ Il. 18.541-
60); feasting, dance, song (QS 5.66-69, ~ Il. 18.491-96, 590-606), and a wedding, albeit 
on the divine level (QS 5.73-79, ~ Il. 18.491); and Ocean, rounding the rim of the shield 
(QS 5.99-101, ~ Il. 18.607-08).33 
																																																								
33 Noted in James and Lee (2000: 34). 
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 The fact that Quintus of Smyrna’s is the only surviving ekphrasis of Achilles’ 
shield besides the Homeric original has led some to argue for an air-tight assimilation 
between Quintus of Smyrna and Homer. Silvio Bär writes, “on a metapoetic level…by 
depicting the same shield as the one in Homer’s Iliad (18.478-613), not only does 
Quintus of Smyrna establish a strong link to his predecessor and set up an intertextual 
ἀγών with him, but he implies that he is ‘Homer.’”34 Calum Maciver observes that both 
Quintus of Smyrna and Homer call Hephaestus’s work δαίδαλα, “curiously wrought” (QS 
5.4, 5.101; Hom. Il. 18.482), and argues that “there is an ‘equation’ of the poet of the 
Posthomerica, Quintus, and Homer.”35 
 But such a narrow focus on Homer has excluded the importance of other authors, 
and when Quintus of Smyrna departs from him, he turns to Hesiod.36 These Hesiodic 
insertions intrude upon some of the more prominent and memorable images of the 
Homeric original, begging us to consider why Quintus of Smyrna would alter an iconic 
Homeric word-painting with unmistakably Hesiodic brush-strokes. I take these intrusions 
as good evidence that he does not want us to see in him a follower of Homer, but a critic 
of Homer. Moreover, when we look closely at each of the scenes, we find that the two 
versions could not be more different, further bolstering the view against a strictly Homer-
centric reading of the Posthomerica. 																																																								
34 Bär (2010: 292). 
35 Maciver (2012a: 44). 
36 For the purposes of this dissertation, I have focused my discussion—with the sole 
exception of a note on the Pseudo-Hesiodic Shield (p. 20n47)—exclusively on Hesiod’s 
Theogony and Works and Days. While Pseudo-Hesiod is an important source for Quintus 
of Smyrna’s ekphrasis of Herakles’ shield (QS 6.196-293), I reserve examination of this 
passage for a future project.	
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 Let us begin with one of the most significant vignettes on the Iliadic shield, the 
city at peace. Homer depicts a wedding celebration alongside a murder case being settled 
in the assembly (Il. 18.491-508). Quintus of Smyrna replaces this with an image of men 
dwelling in cities overseen by personified Justice (Δίκη) and working the land that 
blooms in turn for them (5.44-48):37 
 εἰρήνης δ’ ἀπάνευθεν ἔσαν περικαλλέα ἔργα. 
 Ἀµφὶ δὲ µυρία φῦλα πολυτλήτων ἀνθρώπων     45 
 ἄστεα καλὰ νέµοντο· Δίκη δ’ ἐπεδέρκετο πάντα·  
 ἄλλοι δ’ ἄλλ’ ἐπὶ ἔργα χέρας φέρον· ἀµφὶ δ’ ἀλωαὶ 
 καρποῖσι βρίθοντο· µέλαινα δὲ γαῖα τεθήλει. 
 
 Far from there38 were the lovely works of peace. 
 Here and there myriad tribes of toilsome men    45 
 inhabited beautiful cities; Justice watched over all; 
 each man put his hands to his tasks, and round about the fields 
 grew heavy with fruit, and black earth flourished. 
 
This vignette echoes Hesiod’s description in Works and Days of the just city, in which 
men who preserve Justice (Op. 225, 226, 230) are rewarded with a community that 
“blooms” (cf. τέθηλε, ἀνθεῦσιν, θάλλουσιν Op. 227, 236) with the fertility of its land (cf. 
καταβεβρίθασι, Op. 234) and citizens (Op. 225-37): 																																																								
37 Throughout the dissertation all translations are my own. Text of the Posthomerica is 
that of Vian (1963, 1966, 1969). 
38 I.e., from the image of the city at war (QS 5.25-43). 
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 οἳ δὲ δίκας ξείνοισι καὶ ἐνδήµοισι διδοῦσιν      225 
 ἰθείας καὶ µή τι παρεκβαίνουσι δικαίου, 
 τοῖσι τέθηλε πόλις, λαοὶ δ’ ἀνθεῦσιν ἐν αὐτῇ· 
 εἰρήνη δ’ ἀνὰ γῆν κουροτρόφος, οὐδέ ποτ’ αὐτοῖς 
 ἀργαλέον πόλεµον τεκµαίρεται εὐρύοπα Ζεύς· 
 οὐδέ ποτ’ ἰθυδίκῃσι µετ’ ἀνδράσι λιµὸς ὀπηδεῖ     230 
 οὐδ’ ἄτη, θαλίῃς δὲ µεµηλότα ἔργα νέµονται. 
 τοῖσι φέρει µὲν γαῖα πολὺν βίον, οὔρεσι δὲ δρῦς 
 ἄκρη µέν τε φέρει βαλάνους, µέσση δὲ µελίσσας· 
 εἰροπόκοι δ’ ὄιες µαλλοῖς καταβεβρίθασι· 
 τίκτουσιν δὲ γυναῖκες ἐοικότα τέκνα γονεῦσι·     235 
 θάλλουσιν δ’ ἀγαθοῖσι διαµπερές· οὐδ’ ἐπὶ νηῶν 
 νίσονται, καρπὸν δὲ φέρει ζείδωρος ἄρουρα.39  
 
 Those who give both foreigners and natives straight    225 
 judgments and do not at all deviate from what is just, 
 for them the city flourishes, and its people bloom within it, 
 and child-nourishing peace is in the land, and never does 
 wide-seeing Zeus assign grievous war to them; 
 hunger does not attend straight-judging men     230 
 nor folly; at feasts they mete out their cared-for works. 																																																								
39 Text is that of West. 
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 For them earth bears much livelihood, in the mountains 
 a treetop bears acorns, and in its midriff, honeybees. 
 Fleecy sheep grow thick with wool; and women 
 give birth to children that look like their parents;    235 
 they flourish ceaselessly with good things; they will not 
 travel on ships, but life-giving plowland bears fruit. 
  
Not only does Quintus of Smyrna’s depiction reflect the Hesiodic passage in content, as 
Alan James and Kevin Lee note,40 but, as Maciver has observed,41 several parallels of 
language and expression tie the two passages closely together, such as the emphasis on 
ἔργα42 and the fecundity of the land.  
 As well, Quintus’s description includes a pair of personified abstractions, Peace 
(Εἰρήνη) and Justice (Δίκη), going in tandem. Such abstractions are in themselves a clear 
evocation of Hesiodic poetry. Not only do they appear together in the abovementioned 
passage in Works and Days (cf. Op. 225-26, 228, 230), but in the Theogony (Th. 902), the 
two are daughters of Themis and Zeus along with their sister Good-governance 
(Εὐνοµίη). These echoes are deeply Hesiodic, and would have been recognized as such 
by ancient readers as early as Solon.43 If these connections were not clear enough, 
																																																								
40 James and Lee (2000: 51). 
41 Maciver (2012a: 57n65). 
42 Cf. QS 5.47 ἄλλοι δ’ ἄλλ’ ἐπὶ ἔργα χέρας φέρον and Hes. Op. 231 µεµηλότα ἔργα 
νέµονται. 
43 On Εὐνοµίη in the Theogony, see Scully (2018: 90-91); for discussion of Hesiod and 
Solon, see Scully (2015: 86-89). 
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Quintus practically alludes to the title of the “Works” and Days with his repetition of 
“works,” the second of which clearly associating ἔργα with agriculture.44 
 Immediately following this scene, Quintus of Smyrna further departs from 
Homer’s shield by describing the mountain of holy Arete (QS 5.49-56), an image that has 
no parallel in Homer: 
 Αἰπύτατον δ’ ἐτέτυκτο θεοκµήτῳ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ 
 καὶ τρηχὺ ζαθέης Ἀρετῆς ὄρος· ἐν δὲ καὶ αὐτὴ    50 
 εἱστήκει φοίνικος ἐπεµβεβαυῖα κατ’ ἄκρης 
 ὑψηλὴ ψαύουσα πρὸς οὐρανόν. Ἀµφὶ δὲ πάντῃ 
 ἀτραπιτοὶ θαµέεσσι διειργόµεναι σκολόπεσσιν 
 ἀνθρώπων ἀπέρυκον ἐὺν πάτον, οὕνεκα πολλοὶ 
 εἰσοπίσω χάζοντο τεθηπότες αἰπὰ κέλευθα,     55 
 παῦροι δ’ ἱερὸν οἶµον ἀνήιον ἱδρώοντες. 
  
 Most steeply upon the divinely wrought work was fashioned  
 also the rough mountain of holy Arete, and on it Arete even   50 
 stood astride the top of a palm-tree, 
 sprawling aloft into heaven. All around it 
 pathways obstructed by thick brambles 
 kept men from the noble road; therefore many 																																																								
44 On the ancient title for Hesiod’s Works and Days, which may have been established as 
early as the Hellenistic period, is likely evident in Vergil Georgics 1.1-2 and certainly so 
in Maximus of Tyre 26.4, see Hunter (2014: 21-22). 
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 shrank back, marveling at its steep ways,     55 
 and few with sweat were ascending the holy path. 
 
Again, this description draws heavily from the Works and Days in Hesiod’s discussion of 
the path (οἶµος) of Arete, itself an image that follows shortly after his depiction of the just 
city discussed above. Hesiod writes (Op. 286-92): 
 Σοὶ δ’ ἐγὼ ἐσθλὰ νοέων ἐρέω, µέγα νήπιε Πέρση· 
 τὴν µέν τοι κακότητα καὶ ἰλαδὸν ἔστιν ἑλέσθαι 
 ῥηιδίως· λείη µὲν ὁδός, µάλα δ’ ἐγγύθι ναίει·  
 τῆς δ’ ἀρετῆς ἱδρῶτα θεοὶ προπάροιθεν ἔθηκαν 
 ἀθάνατοι· µακρὸς δὲ καὶ ὄρθιος οἶµος ἐς αὐτὴν     290 
 καὶ τρηχὺς τὸ πρῶτον· ἐπὴν δ’ εἰς ἄκρον ἵκηται,  
 ῥηιδίη δὴ ἔπειτα πέλει, χαλεπή περ ἐοῦσα.  
 
 I shall tell you my good thoughts, Perses, you big dolt: 
 kakotes indeed is easy to seize 
 in heaps; smooth is the way, and very close by she dwells; 
 but in front of arete the immortal gods  
 placed sweat; long and steep is the path to her    290 
 and rough at first; but whenever one reaches the top, 
 easy then it becomes, difficult though it was. 
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As in Hesiod, where the path of Arete is steep (ὄρθιος, Op. 290) and rough (τρηχύς, Op. 
291), in front of which the gods place sweat (ἱδρῶτα, Op. 289), so, too, Quintus of 
Smyrna calls the mountain of holy Arete rough (τρηχὺ, QS 5.50), rising most steeply 
(αἰπύτατον, QS 5.49) upon Achilles’ shield, a holy upward path (οἶµον, QS 5.56) which 
only the sweating few (παῦροι…ἱδρώοντες, QS 5.56) make their way.45 This is perhaps 
the most striking addition Quintus of Smyrna makes to the Iliadic shield, and it 
introduces a moral kind of ἀρετή that is not found in Homer,46 considering that Hesiod’s 
arete is contrasted with wickedness (κακότης, Op. 287) and characterized as the more 
difficult of the two roads. Thus, Quintus of Smyrna’s city at peace, while based broadly 
on Homer’s ekphrasis, draws upon Hesiod for specific language, imagery, and themes, 
and introduces a moral challenge to Homer’s notion of arete. 
 The inversion of the two cities is also purposeful. By starting with images of war 
and ending with the city at peace, he can show all the following scenes—the plowing, the 
harvest, the feasting, dancing, and wedding of Peleus and Thetis—as an extension of the 
city at peace, whereas in Homer the scenes of plowing, reaping, the vineyard, the herd, 
the pasture, and dance-square all come after the city at war, and so are severed from his 
city at peace.47 The placement of the Mountain of Arete between images of a just city at 																																																								
45 These verbal parallels are also noted in Maciver (2012a: 69n107). For further 
discussion, see Köchly (1850: 265-66), James and Lee (2000: 52). Maciver also argues 
that the Hesiodic passage implies the presence of a mountain (2007: 263).  
46 The moral implications of arete in Hesiod and Quintus of Smyrna will be discussed 
below. 
47 The same inversion may be observed in the Pseudo-Hesiodic Shield: a city at war (Sc. 
237-70), then a city at peace with men taking pleasure in dancing, weddings and music 
(Sc. 270-85), while in front of the city the men are at work plowing, reaping, and 
cultivating the vine (Sc. 285-300). 
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work and banquets and festivities (QS 5.57-72) suggests that arete is a goal to be earned 
by the sweat of one’s brow, but once obtained, it renders a community in harmony.48 And 
this vignette shares a similar progression of thought with the Works and Days passage: 
cities enjoy peace and prosperity if Justice is conserved; arete can be won through 
toilsome labor. One might even imagine a causal, syntactical relationship between the 
just cities and the Mountain of Arete: communities administered by justice are rendered 
at peace with themselves because there are a few men who seek the path of Arete. These 
vignettes take us far afield from Homer precisely at the moment when Quintus of Smyrna  
seems to mimic Homer’s shield ekphrasis. Nothing could show more clearly that he is 
asking us to see him both as Homer and Homer’s critic. For this, he relies on Hesiod. 
 For these reasons, it is worth considering why Quintus of Smyrna chooses to use 
ekphrasis to showcase this contention of sources, and whether his reading of Hesiod and 
Homer has further implications for the Posthomerica as a whole. 
  
																																																								
48 Cf. Calvin S. Byre, who sees the harvest and banquet scenes that follow the Mountain 
of Arete as a “unified group of interrelated scenes” (1982: 185), arguing that “Quintus’s 
allegory of the mountain and palm of Arete in his ekphrasis on the shield of Achilles is 
ultimately to be explained as the conflation of two related, traditional image-systems: that 
of the bivium vitae and that of the Pythagorean Y; and that the whole passage of 
‘Posthomerica’ 5.44-68 is a symbolic expression of the doctrine, associated especially 
with the Neopythagoreans, according to which a life of arete attained through ponos is 
rewarded in the afterlife by celestial ease and repose” (195). 
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1.2 The Rhetoric of Ekphrasis 
Before I proceed further with our analysis of Hesiod’s role in Quintus of Smyrna’s poem, 
it is best to step back and discuss aesthetic arguments about ekphrasis in Quintus of 
Smyrna’s day.  
 Ekphrasis, the act of describing in words a work of visual art, has long been the 
focus of modern critics, especially classical scholars working in epic, since ekphrasis 
after Homer had become a conventional feature of the epic genre. It is not my intention to 
summarize the scholarship of this massive topic; however, two observations on the theory 
and practice of ekphrasis by ancient authors and modern critics will be pertinent to my 
analysis of Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis. First, the idea that ekphrasis draws the 
listener’s (or reader’s) attention not only to the object described and the world it 
represents but also to the viewer describing it and his medium of expression will lead to 
the conclusion that Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis is in itself a performance meant to 
focus his reader’s attention on how he situates the Posthomerica among the works of his 
epic predecessors Homer and Hesiod. Second, the theory that ekphrasis, through its 
effects on the listener’s emotions, aims at eliciting a certain psychological response, will 
support the claim that Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis is rhetorical rather than symbolic, 
geared toward morally conditioning its audience to be pleased by images of civilization, 
peace and justice, and angered by images of war and violence.  
 Andrew Becker has noted that there is a discrepancy among authors of the 
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progymnasmata (even within the same writer)49 regarding the subjectivity of the author 
of an ekphrasis: on the one hand an author should present the description free of 
interpretation, while on the other hand he should be encouraged to include evaluative 
statements and emotional reactions to what he is describing, statements inherently 
interpretive.50 So for example, Aelius Theon, often the starting point for modern 
discussions,51 defines ekphrasis as a “descriptive speech, vividly bringing before the eyes 
that which is being shown” (ἔκφρασις ἐστὶ λόγος περιηγηµατικὸς ἐναργῶς ὑπ’ ὄψιν 
ἄγων τὸ δηλούµενον, 2.118).52 “Vividly” is the operative word here; it suggests that “a 
goal of ekphrasis is to make language a window, through which the audience is to view 
the described phenomena.”53 One writing an ekphrasis should bring the image directly 
before his audience’s eyes, without drawing attention to his style. According to 
Aphthonius, “it is necessary that those writing ekphrases display the relaxed style” 
(ἐκφράζοντας δὲ δεῖ τόν τε χαρακτῆρα ἀνειµένον ἐκφέρειν, 10.37-38),54 a style that “calls 
minimal attention to itself,”55 and this accords with Aelius Theon’s statement that “in 
ekphrasis, the narration of the subject matter is bare” (ἐν δὲ τῇ ἐκφράσει ψιλὴ τῶν 
πραγµάτων ἐστὶν ἡ ἀπαγγελία, 2.119).  
 Yet within the same breath, we find Aelius Theon making the slightest 
qualification to his prescription: “the two virtues of ekphrasis,” he writes, “are these, 																																																								
49 For a general orientation to the Progymnasmata, see Kennedy (2003: ix-xvi), Webb 
(2009: 39-59). 
50 Becker (1995: 27-31). 
51 See Becker (1995: 25); Goldhill (2007: 3). 
52 Text is that of Spengel. 
53 Becker (1995: 25). 
54 Text is that of Rabe. 
55 Becker (1995: 27). 
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clarity most especially and vividness of almost seeing that which is being narrated” 
(ἀρεταὶ δὲ ἐκφράσεως αἵδε, σαφήνεια µὲν µάλιστα καὶ ἐνάργεια τοῦ σχεδὸν ὁρᾶσθαι τὰ 
ἀπαγγελλόµενα, 2.119). So, too, Nicolaus describes ekphrasis as “employing those things 
that accomplish vividness and lead before our sight those things that the speeches are 
about and all but make us spectators” (παραλαµβάνουσα τὰ ἐργαζόµενα τὴν ἐνάργειαν 
καὶ ὑπ’ ὄψιν ἡµῖν ἄγοντα ταῦτα, περὶ ὧν εἰσιν οἱ λόγοι, καὶ µονον οὐ θεατὰς εἶναι 
παρασκευάζοντα, 11.70).56 There is an admission, as Becker rightly argues, that 
ekphrasis can never fully transform its hearer into viewers, given the limitations of words 
to depict the visible.57 And in fact, despite Aelius Theon’s statement about keeping the 
narrative of ekphrasis bare, nevertheless he urges his student to begin his arguments by 
means of matters “from the beautiful and the useful and the sweet, as Homer did on the 
arms of Achilles, saying that they were beautiful and strong and astonishing to see for his 
allies and terrifying for his enemies” (ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦ καὶ ἐκ τοῦ χρησίµου καὶ ἐκ τοῦ 
ἡδέος, οἷον Ὅµηρος ἐπὶ τῶν Ἀχιλλέως ὅπλων ἐποίησεν, εἰπὼν ὅτι καὶ καλὰ ἦν καὶ 
ἰσχυρὰ καὶ ἰδεῖν τοῖς µὲν συµµάχοις ἐκπληκτικά, τοῖς δὲ πολεµίοις φοβερά, 2.119).58 
Thus, in spite of the earlier claims for clear style and a quiet narrator, in the end the 
speaker should interpret his images for the audience, and in fact, “medium and the 
mediator are not to go unnoticed.”59  
 This last comment by Aelius Theon is particularly relevant to our study of 																																																								
56 Text is that of Felten. 
57 Becker (1995: 28). 58	Aelius Theon’s portrayal of the allies’ reaction and the Trojans’ reaction differs from 
Homer’s portrayal (see Hom. Il. 19.14-18 for the Myrmidons’ and Achilles’ differing 
responses, as well as 22.131-37 for Hector’s fearful response). 
59 Becker (1995: 30). 
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Quintus of Smyrna for three reasons. First of all, he considers Homer’s description of 
Achilles’ armor an exemplary model of an ekphrasis. Moreover, he offers us specific 
terms by which to judge the good quality of Homer’s ekphrasis, namely, his appeals to 
the beautiful (τὸ καλόν), the useful, and the sweet. Finally, he shows what type of 
response Achilles’ armor inspires in his respective audiences: to his friends, his armor is 
beautiful (καλά), strong and astounding (ἐκπληκτικά) to behold, while for his enemies it 
is a fearful (φοβερά) thing. We will use several of these elements as parameters for 
analysis of Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis of the same armor, which will offer fruitful 
comparison with Homer’s. 
 Among discussion by ancient theorists of rhetoric, Simon Goldhill has identified 
an important aspect concerning the psychological effects on the listener of ekphrastic 
description. He suggests that ekphrasis and phantasia, “visualization”—the technique of 
conjuring up images of absent things in the mind of a listener—are linked by their 
common appeal to enargeia.60 An orator who makes use of phantasia is most able to 
work on the emotions of his listener, such that, in Longinus’s words, his visualization 
“even enslaves” the listener (καὶ δουλοῦται, Subl. 15.9)61. And, Longinus writes, while 
phantasia’s telos is vividness, as opposed to poetry’s aim of astonishment (ἔκπληξις), 
“both nevertheless seek emotion and excitement” (ἀµφότεραι δ’ ὅµως τό τε <παθητικὸν> 
ἐπιζητοῦσι καὶ τὸ συγκεκινηµένον, Subl. 15.2). Thus, ekphrasis’s ability to vivify an 
image through enargeia, like poetry’s ability to cause ekplexis (same term as in Aelius 																																																								
60 Goldhill (2007: 6). On enargeia, see Webb (2009: 87-106). On the connection between 
phantasia and the soul, see Webb (2009: 107-30), Fowler (1991: 27-28). 
61 Text is that of Russell. 
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Theon), has a psychological effect on its listener. Given that Quintus of Smyrna’s is a 
poetic ekphrasis, we should not discount the importance of ekplexis in visual description. 
Coupled with Aelius’s advice that a performer of ekphrasis should interpret his images, 
bringing out the beautiful and the astounding, we may use these principles to analyze 
how Quintus of Smyrna conditions his reader to respond emotionally to what is brought 
before his mind’s eye. 
 In my analysis of Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis, I will consider several types of 
subjective comment which guide the reader’s response to his description: appeals to the 
beautiful (τὸ καλόν), the astounding (τὸ ἐκπλήκτικον)—which includes expressions of 
verisimilitude (ἡ εἰκών)—and the ugly (τὸ αἰσχρόν)—which includes the base (τὸ 
κακόν), the fearful (τὸ φοβερόν), and the painful (τὸ πένθικον). I derive this last category 
(τὸ αἰσχρόν) from Aelius Theon’s example of an ekphrasis of war, given its relevance to 
the ekphrases of war and peace in Homer and Quintus of Smyrna. Aelius Theon writes 
(2.119):  
 ἐπιχειρήσοµεν δὲ τὰ µὲν πράγµατα ἐκφράζοντες ἔκ τε τῶν προγιγνοµένων,  
 καὶ ἐκ τῶν συµβαινόντων τούτοις, οἷον ἐπὶ πολέµου διεξελευσόµεθα  
 πρῶτον µὲν τὰ πρὸ τοῦ πολέµου, τὰς στρατολογίας, τὰ ἀναλώµατα,  
 τοὺς φόβους, τὴν χώραν δῃουµένην, τὰς πολιορκίας, ἔπειτα δὲ  
 τὰ τραύµατα καὶ τοὺς θανάτους καὶ τὰ πένθη, ἐφ’ ἅπασι δὲ τῶν µὲν  
 τὴν ἅλωσιν καὶ τὴν δουλείαν, τῶν δὲ τὴν νίκην καὶ τὰ τρόπαια.  
 
 In our ekphrasis of events we shall essay first with what happened before,  
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 then with the attending circumstances; for example, in the case of a war  
 we shall first recount in detail the events before the war—the levies, the costs,  
 the fears, the destruction of the countryside, the siege battles, then  
 the wounds, the deaths, the griefs, and after all that the capture and  
 enslavement of the city, and the victory and the trophies.  
 
 According to Aelius, an ekphrasis of a war should include the fearful (τὸ φοβερόν) and 
the painful (τὸ πενθικόν), details more closely aligned with beauty’s opposite, hence, τὸ 
αἰσχρόν. We are to expect that the attending circumstances—description of the fears, 
wounds, deaths, pains, in essence the plight of the defeated—are meant to work on the 
listener’s emotions. 
 What we shall find is that Quintus of Smyrna’s depiction of war and peace, while 
based broadly on the two cities depicted in the Homeric ekphrasis (Il. 18.490-540), 
differs markedly from his predecessor in terms of its aesthetics. While Homer is focused 
primarily on the beautiful (τὸ καλόν), Quintus of Smyrna is far more focused on the ugly 
(τὸ αἰσχρόν). Moreover, when he appeals to the beautiful, he does so only in his 
depiction of peace and virtue (arete). Quintus of Smyrna is morally conditioning his 
audience to abhor war and violence,62 while at the same time to be drawn to his Hesiodic 
vision of the fruits of labor, excellence-seeking, and good governance. The following is a 
table quantifying the relative frequencies of different types of evaluative comment per 																																																								
62 Aristotle writes in his Rhetoric that the signs of destructive or painful events will make 
a man fearful for his own future destruction or pain (Rhet. 2. 5.1), and that one can make 
men fearful by “showing people like them suffering or having suffered” (τοὺς ὁµοίους 
δεικνύναι πάσχοντες ἢ πεπονθότας, 2. 5.15). 
	 28	
	
lines of poetry in Homer’s and Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrases of Achilles’ shield.63 I 
also offer a subset of figures specifically for their descriptions of war and peace. 
  
																																																								
63 By ‘evaluative’ I mean any comment the author makes that appeals to the listener’s 
sense of “the beautiful,” “the ugly,” “the astounding” or “the similar.” More on these 
terms below. 
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Table 1. Ekphrasis in Homer and Quintus of Smyrna. Subjective Comments and their 
Frequency. 
Entire Ekphrasis Homer (Il. 18.478-609 = 
131 lines) 
Quintus of Smyrna (QS 5.2-
101 = 100 lines) 
Total ratio 
(comments/lines) 
34/131 = 26.0% 47/100 = 47.0% 
τὸ καλόν 21/131 = 16.0% 9/100 = 9.0% 
τὸ αἰσχρόν 4/131 = 3.1% 18/100 = 18.0% 
τὸ ἐκπληκτικόν 4/131 = 3.1% 12/100 = 12.0% 
ἡ εἰκών 5/131 = 3.8% 8/100 = 8.0% 
Cities Ekphrasis Homer (Il. 18.490-540 = 51 
lines) 
Quintus of Smyrna (QS 5.25-
48 = 24 lines) 
Total ratio 
(comments/lines) 
11/51 = 21.6% 25/24 = 104.0% 
τὸ καλόν 6/51 = 11.8% 2/24 = 8.3 % 
τὸ αἰσχρόν 2/51 = 3.9% 12/24 = 50.0% 
τὸ ἐκπληκτικόν 2/51 = 3.9% 4/24 = 16.7% 
ἡ εἰκών 1/51 = 2.0% 3/24 = 12.5% 
 
 First, some observations. On the whole, Quintus of Smyrna includes subjective 
comments far more frequently in his ekphrasis than Homer does (47.0% versus 26.0%: 
roughly one for every two lines versus one for every four lines). And in the cities section, 
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Quintus of Smyrna makes such comments even more so—104.2% compared to Homer’s 
21.6%—meaning there is more than one subjective comment per line in Quintus of 
Smyrna, compared to only one in every five lines in Homer.  
 Review of the several categories also shows that Quintus of Smyrna tones down 
the frequency of comments on the beautiful (τὸ καλόν) both in the section on the cities 
(8.3% compared to Homer’s 11.8%) and in the ekphrasis overall (9.0% compared to 
Homer’s 16.0%).  
 And Homer makes far more comments on the beautiful (τὸ καλόν) than he does 
either of the ugly (τὸ αἰσχρόν) or the astounding (τὸ ἐκπληκτικόν), both in the cities 
section and in the ekphrasis on the whole, whereas in Quintus of Smyrna, the inverse is 
true. Comments on τὸ αἰσχρόν and τὸ ἐκπληκτικόν far outweigh his comments on τὸ 
καλόν in both sections, the greatest proportion of which being τὸ αἰσχρόν (as high as 
50.0% in the cities section. 
 Cumulatively, the amount of evaluative language in Quintus of Smyrna’s 
ekphrasis is many times more frequent than in Homer’s ekphrasis. And Quintus of 
Smyrna’s description focuses much more on τὸ αἰσχρόν. Homer’s ekphrasis, while 
replete with appeals to τὸ καλόν, barely includes comments on τὸ αἰσχρόν at all.64 
Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrasis, thus, dwells more on the negative attributes of objects in 
his description, whereas in Homer’s case, his focus is on the beautiful. 
 The greatest difference between the two ekphrases lies in their constructions of 																																																								
64 4 comments in all 131 lines. If we accept that Il. 18.535-38 are an interpolation from 
pseudo-Hesiod (Sc. 156-59), then that would leave only 2 comments in the whole 
ekphrasis: 18.579 and 18.514-15. 
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the two cities. Homer does not treat the cities as polar opposites, even though we call one 
a city at peace and the other a city at war, whereas in Quintus of Smyrna the contrast 
could not be more pronounced, and he accomplishes this in part through his subjective 
comments. To Homer, both cities are beautiful. Having forged the cosmological frame of 
the heavens, earth, and Ocean (Il. 18.490-91):  
 ἐν δὲ δύω ποίησε πόλεις µερόπων ἀνθρώπων    490 
 καλάς.65 
 
 then on the shield [Hephaestus] made two cities of articulate men,  490 
 beautiful ones.  
 
The adjective καλάς (Il. 18.491) in this case is highly marked by its primary position in 
the line, by its enjambment with πόλεις in the prior line, and by its large separation from 
the noun via hyperbaton. Not only are these cities not treated as opposites, but they are 
viewed together as two versions of the beautiful city. There is no disparaging moral 
judgment of the city at war; in fact, the city at war is singled out by Homer when he calls 
it a “lovely city” (πτολίεθρον ἐπήρατον, Il. 18.512). Rather than think of these two cities 
as opposed juxtapositions, Homer places the two together without praising the one and 
casting aspersions on the other. There is no indication that the city at peace is 
administered with justice or that its inhabitants are united through social cohesion any 
more than the city at war. On the contrary, the city at war shows solidarity, with the men 
preparing the daring feat of an ambush, and the city’s other inhabitants—the old men, 																																																								
65 Text is that of West. 
	 32	
	
women and children—keeping guard at the city walls, much like the scene with Hector 
and the Trojans on the plain at the end of Book Eight (Il. 8.517-24). This last image of 
men wracked with old age, wives and children keeping vigil from the walls, is meant to 
provoke our sympathy, not our anger.66 
 In Quintus of Smyrna, the two cities could not be more different, nor could the 
contrast between them be more pronounced. Moreover, he associates τὸ καλόν 
exclusively with images of just cities, arete and its other scenes, while associating τὸ 
αἰσχρόν almost entirely with images of war. He makes the contrast visually by how far 
apart they are on the shield, pointing up the contrast, as James and Lee have also noted.67 
 In the Posthomerica there are no two cities, one of war and one of peace, as there 
are in Homer. Contrary to how many read these scenes, Quintus of Smyrna makes no 
explicit remark that the scene of war is of a city at war, while Homer does (δυὼ πόλεις, Il. 
18.490). Note the way Homer introduces the city at war (Il. 18.509): 
 Τὴν δ’ ἑτέρην πόλιν ἀµφὶ δύω στρατοὶ ἥατο λαῶν. 
 
 Around the other city sat two armies of men. 
 
Quintus of Smyrna writes (QS 5.25-26): 
 
 Ἐν δ’ ἄρα καὶ πόλεµοι φθισήνορες, ἐν δὲ κυδοιµοὶ   25 
 ἀργαλέοι ἐνέκειντο.  																																																								
66 Aristotle writes that we feel pity watching people suffer who do not deserve to (Rhet. 2. 
8.1). By placing the old men, women and children upon the walls, the Trojan soldiers are 
reminded of who stands to suffer if they do not protect the city. 
67 James and Lee (2000: 34). 
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 On the shield there were also man-killing wars, on the shield 25 
 there were grievous battles. 
 
Nowhere in Quintus of Smyrna’s description is there mention of a city (πόλις), while in 
Homer there is, along with its wall (τεῖχος, Il. 18.514), its inhabitants (men of military 
age, wives, children and old men, Il. 18.511-15), and a place for watering herds (ὅθι τ’ 
ἀρδµὸς ἔην πάντεσσι βοτοῖσιν, Il. 18.521). Quintus of Smyrna offers no distinguishing 
marks of a city, barely even sparing a detail about the surrounding environs (QS 5.27-28): 
 πέδον δ’ ἅπαν αἵµατι πολλῷ 
 δευοµένῳ ἤικτο κατ’ ἀσπίδος ἀκαµάτοιο.  
 
 there was the likeness of a plain drenched entirely 
 in much blood on that tireless shield. 
 
The only sign of human life in this scene is that of men being killed amid their horses 
(QS 5.26-27), being roused into the mêlée by “destructive Eris” (QS 5.31-32). Quintus of 
Smyrna relegates Homer’s city at war to a blood-spattered plain on which men are 
crushed under the power of war’s divine abstractions. 
 Directly following but “far from” the scene of war (QS 5.43-44), Quintus of 
Smyrna presents the “exceeding-lovely works of peace” (QS 5.44), and here we find men 
living not just in one, but in multiple cities, and they are called beautiful (ἄστεα καλὰ 
νέµοντο, QS 5.46), the men are at work (QS 5.47), the fields (or threshing-floors, ἀλωαί) 
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are weighed down by fruit (QS 5.47-48), and the black earth which they till is in bloom 
(QS 5.48). If we consider the extended scene, there are men and oxen reaping the harvest 
(QS 5.56-65), a banquet accompanied by music and dancing choruses (QS 5.66-68), and 
the divine nuptials of Peleus and Thetis (QS 5.73-79). Thus, Quintus of Smyrna’s 
depiction of peace, a plurality of cities thronged by men stooped in toil and reclining at 
ease, contrasts drastically with his depiction of war, which is a non-descript place, 
bearing no mark of civilization and overtaken by war’s cruel forces. 
 Second, Quintus of Smyrna highlights this contrast between war and peace by 
assigning τὸ καλόν exclusively to the just cities and τὸ αἰσχρόν almost entirely to the war 
scene. We have noted above that Quintus of Smyrna does not follow Homer in calling the 
warring scene a beautiful city. To further his departure from Homer, Quintus of Smyrna 
does not show a glimpse of the beautiful in his bellicose vignette, but rather fills his 
description with evaluative language from the domain of τὸ αἰσχρόν, giving it an overall 
negative portrayal. In the passage below I have highlighted all such vocabulary (QS 5.25-
43): 
 Ἐν δ’ ἄρα καὶ πόλεµοι φθισήνορες, ἐν δὲ κυδοιµοὶ    25 
 ἀργαλέοι ἐνέκειντο. Περικτείνοντο δὲ λαοὶ 
 µίγδα θοοῖς ἵπποισι· πέδον δ’ ἅπαν αἵµατι πολλῷ 
 δευοµένῳ ἤικτο κατ’ ἀσπίδος ἀκαµάτοιο. 
 Ἐν δὲ Φόβος καὶ Δεῖµος ἔσαν στονόεσσά τ’ Ἐνυώ, 
 αἵµατι λευγαλέῳ πεπαλαγµένοι ἅψεα πάντα·    30 
 ἐν δ’ Ἔρις οὐλοµένη καὶ Ἐριννύες ὀβριµόθυµοι, 
	 35	
	
 ἣ µὲν ἐποτρύνουσα ποτὶ κλόνον ἄσχετον ἄνδρας 
 ἐλθέµεν, αἳ δ’ ὀλοοῖο πυρὸς πνείουσαι ἀυτµήν. 
 Ἀµφὶ δὲ Κῆρες ἔθυνον ἀµείλιχοι, ἐν δ’ ἄρα τῇσι 
 φοίτα λευγαλέου Θανάτου µένος· ἀµφὶ δ’ ἄρ’ αὐτῷ   35 
 Ὑσµῖναι ἐνέκειντο δυσηχέες, ὧν περὶ πάντων 
 ἐκ µελέων εἰς οὖδας ἀπέρρεεν αἷµα καὶ ἱδρώς. 
 Ἐν δ’ ἄρα Γοργόνες ἔσκον ἀναιδέες· ἀµφὶ δ’ ἄρά σφι 
 σµερδαλέοι πεπόνηντο περὶ πλοχµοῖσι δράκοντες 
 αἰνὸν λιχµώωντες. Ἀπειρέσιον δ’ ἄρα θαῦµα    40 
 δαίδαλα κεῖνα πέλοντο µέγ’ ἀνδράσι δεῖµα φέροντα, 
 οὕνεκ’ ἔσαν ζωοῖσιν ἐοικότα κινυµένοισι. 
 Καὶ τὰ µὲν ἂρ πολέµοιο τεράατα πάντα τέτυκτο.  
 
 On the shield were also man-killing wars, on the shield    25 
 were grievous uproars in battle. All around men were being killed 
 amid their swift horses; there was the likeness of a plain 
 entirely drenched in much blood on that tireless shield. 
 On the shield were Rout and Fear and woeful Enyo, 
 their limbs all besprinkled with wretched blood;    30 
 on the shield were destructive Eris and strong-hearted Erinnyes, 
 the one urging men on to go to the wretched mêlée, 
 while the others were breathing breath of destructive fire. 
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 About them rushed ruthless Fates, and among them  
 ranged the might of grievous Death; and about him were   35 
 woe-bringing Battles, from whose very limbs 
 flowed blood and sweat down to the earth. 
 On the shield were the shameless Gorgons; and about them 
 fearful snakes toiled around their locks, licking 
 their tongues dreadfully. An untold marvel     40 
 were those cunning works, bringing great fear to men, 
 since they were likened to creatures in motion. 
 And these were all the signs of war fashioned [on the shield]. 
 
We are far from Homer in this passage. The first indication of that is the inordinate 
number of abstractions for war and violence, most of which are attended by epithets or 
descriptive phrases that emphasize their terrifying, pain-causing and/or abominable 
characteristics. So, for example, wars are “man-killing;” Rout, Fear and Enyo are all 
covered with the blood of those men; the Gorgons carry “fearful” snakes in their hair, 
which lap their tongues “dreadfully.” Meanwhile, the “painful uproars” of men echo 
through the plain which runs with “much blood;” Strife incarnate is causing “destruction” 
as she forces men into the “wretched” moil of conflict, which is her domain; Battles are 
“bringing woe” (δυσηχέες) to men as their arms splash with the blood and sweat of the 
suffering.  
 Not only should we imagine that these images are terrifying and pain-causing, but 
they also deserve our disgust: the Fates are “ruthless” or “unbending,” Death is 
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“wretched,” and the Gorgons are “shameless.” Quintus of Smyrna guides our reaction to 
this scene by supplying us at the end with an inner audience’s reaction to these images 
and events of war, which employs the language of amazement, τὸ ἐκπληκτικόν: those 
“cunning works” (δαίδαλα) are an “indescribable marvel” (ἀπειρέσιον…θαῦµα), bringing 
“great fear to men” (µέγ’…δεῖµα) because of their lifelikeness (verisimilitude, ἡ εἰκών). 
Quintus of Smyrna is thus training us as visualizers to fear these abhorrent images, and 
according to Aristotle, to feel pity for the men suffering under the forces of war. 
 This war scene is preceded by a depiction of savage beasts being pursued by 
hunters, an image of a conflict between bestiality and civilization, which ‘prefaces’ the 
same conflict between war and peace, pointing up the connection between the wildness of 
the savage beasts and the savagery of the war scene, which is also an emblematically 
uncivilized image. Again, the scene is full of the language of τὸ αἰσχρόν, and several of 
these terms are later transferred to the depiction of war (QS 5.17-24): 
 Ἀµφὶ δ’ ἄρ’ εὖ ἤσκηντο κατ’ οὔρεα µακρὰ λέοντες 
 σµερδαλέοι καὶ θῶες ἀναιδέες· ἐν δ’ ἀλεγειναὶ 
 ἄρκτοι πορδάλιές τε· σύες δ’ ἅµα τοῖσι πέλοντο  
 ὄβριµοι ἀλγινόεντας ὑπὸ βλοσυρῇσι γένυσσι    20 
 θήγοντες καναχηδὸν ἐυκτυπέοντας ὀδόντας. 
 Ἐν δ’ ἀγρόται µετόπισθε κυνῶν µένος ἰθύνοντες, 
 ἄλλοι δ’ αὖ λάεσσι καὶ αἰγανέῃσι θοῇσι 
 βάλλοντες πονέοντο καταντίον, ὡς ἐτεόν περ.  
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 Well-fashioned all around, throughout the great mountains 
 were fearful lions and shameless jackals; on the shield were 
 grievous bears and panthers, and together with them were boars, 
 strong ones, whetting loudly their grievous, loud-clattering tusks 20 
 beneath their terrible jaws; 
 and on the shield close-behind were hunters driving the might of dogs, 
 while others in front were hard at work hitting them 
 with stones and swift javelins, as if it were real. 
 
In this scene, wild beasts are being surrounded by man and his dogs; thus we see nature 
being tamed and controlled by culture. The beasts are described in the language of τὸ 
αἰσχρόν: the lions are “fearful” and the jackals are “shameless”—the same epithets used 
in the war scene to describe the snakes and Gorgons, respectively; the she-bears and 
pantheresses are “grievous” (ἀλεγειναί), a term similar to the one used to describe the 
“painful/grievous” tusks of the boars, the sound of whose gnashing is emphasized, as 
well as the terribleness (βλοσυρῇσι) of their jaws. We might expect the hunters, 
meanwhile, to have come from the just and beautiful cities, since they display the same 
ethic of hard work (πονέοντο, QS 5.24) as the men in that vignette (cf. QS 5.45-47). The 
contrast, then, between savagery and civilization, and between τὸ αἰσχρόν and τὸ καλόν 
is established in this preliminary scene. 
 Given the moralizing tone of Quintus’s ekphrasis, especially the positive 
emphasis on a Hesiodic vision of virtue (arete), it is worth considering this passage as 
programmatic of a larger critique of Homeric ethics within the Posthomerica, a critique 
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that utilizes a Hesiodic pen to rewrite Homeric heroism. In the following chapter we will 
examine how Quintus of Smyrna indeed revises Homeric heroism and combines it with 
Hesiodic principles of what makes a man worthy.  
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CHAPTER TWO: NEOPTOLEMUS THE NEW WARRIOR 	
2.1 Iliadic Valor 
It is necessary, in light of Quintus of Smyrna’s programmatic revision of Homer’s shield 
of Achilles, to consider what aspects of Homeric martial prowess may be under scrutiny 
in the Posthomerica. In the Iliad, it is the principal concern of an ἀγαθός man to be 
successful in war and to offer defense in peace, in order to prove himself worthy of his 
male lineage, of his social standing, and of his own κλέος, facets all of which make up his 
ἀρετή.68 But this preoccupation with one’s own arete comes at the cost of the collective, 
seen most clearly in the cases of Achilles and Hector. Achilles’ angry withdrawal from 
the army over Agamemnon’s threat to his honor—against the advice of Nestor—is the 
source of the Achaeans’ “countless pains” (µυρί’ Ἀχαιοῖς ἄλγε’, Il. 1.2), and causes the 
will of Zeus to bring destruction upon his own side. Hector, though he finally 
acknowledges that his reckless disregard for the advice of Polydamas (and Andromache) 
to fight from the wall has led to the ruin of his people,69 nevertheless decides to meet 
Achilles face-to-face, a decision that eventually leads to the destruction of Troy. In the 
Iliad, individual excellence without wise counsel spells disaster for the individual’s 
community. This is a problem in the heroic code to which Quintus of Smyrna responds in 
the Posthomerica. 
 I argue that Quintus of Smyrna critiques Homeric arete on two counts: first, that 
arete as a virtue requires a union of both force and wisdom; second, that there is a 
																																																								68	See Adkins (1972) and A. A. Long (1970). 
69 See especially his words of regret at Hom. Il. 22.19-104. 
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necessary link between individual arete and the well-being of the collective. And on both 
these counts, Quintus of Smyrna employs a Hesiodic pen to articulate his Homeric 
critique. From the discussion above (Chapter One), we have observed that Hesiod 
‘intrudes’ upon the iconography of the Homeric shield of Achilles to offer a new 
ideology of arete that is linked to the image of Hesiod’s just city, and I suggest that that 
link is causal in nature, to wit, that just cities thrive because individuals ascend the 
arduous Mountain of Arete. Now we investigate how that ideology shapes the narrative 
structure of the Posthomerica as a whole, and how it participates in the characterization 
of its main players. As we shall see, the idea that force must yield to wisdom is a difficult 
pill for Neoptolemus to swallow, but it is one that the poem illuminates by its very 
organization. Moreover, the distinction between wisdom and deceit is embodied in the 
characters of Nestor (wisdom) and Odysseus (deceit); the former has the goals of the 
community in mind, while the latter is focused only on individual prowess, suggesting 
that one ought to strive for wisdom rather than cunning. When Neoptolemus’s strength 
cedes to Nestor’s wisdom, we witness a union of βίη and σαοφροσύνη.  
 The Posthomerica may broadly be understood as a coming-of-age narrative, 
charting the rise of Neoptolemus in a post-Achillean Troy. That Neoptolemus’s story 
occupies the primary position in the epic takes little convincing. Achilles, the best of the 
Achaeans, dies in Book Three and presents the Greeks with the dilemma of having to 
take Troy without their greatest fighter. Hera prophesies that Neoptolemus will 
eventually come to punish the Trojans (QS 3.118-22), a prediction made as well by 
Quintus of Smyrna when describing the fate of Achilles’ horses (QS 3.752-62). In his 
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bardic performance of Book Four, Nestor prays for Neoptolemus to come from Scyros to 
help in their cause. It is with his arrival in Book Seven that the tide of battle turns 
momentarily in favor of the Greeks. His involvement in the stratagem of the wooden 
horse in Book Twelve is crucial to the success of the plan. And the poem’s final book 
includes a touching father-son encounter between Neoptolemus and the ghost of Achilles 
reminiscent of the meeting of Aeneas and Anchises in Book Six of the Aeneid. Not only 
does Neoptolemus take center stage but his story also occupies the latter half of the poem 
(Books Seven through Fourteen) and includes the triumphant taking of Troy. 
 But Neoptolemus, inasmuch as he is a young man known only by his lineage, and 
no one knows how he will act on his impulses or react to the advice of others, he is an 
unstable character. Will he follow in his father’s footsteps, and will that be good for the 
community? A simile at the end of Book Seven addresses the first of these two questions. 
Having just arrived on the Troad and successfully repelled the Trojans back to the city, 
Neoptolemus is welcomed by the Achaean army with open arms, gifts of thanksgiving, 
and words of praise from the likes of Phoenix and Agamemnon, telling him he is the 
spitting image of his father (Phoenix: QS 7.653-54; Agamemnon: QS 7.689-91). And as 
he retires to Achilles’ tent, he views with awe the many Trojan spoils and captive women 
busying themselves about his hut “as if [Achilles] were living” (ὡς ζώοντος ἄνακτος, 
7.713). At this moment, Neoptolemus lets out a groan (QS 7.714-22): 
    ἔρος δέ µιν εἷλε τοκῆος. 
 Ὡς δ’ ὅτ’ ἀνὰ δρυµὰ πυκνὰ καὶ ἄγκεα ῥωπήεντα    715 
 σµερδαλέοιο λέοντος ὑπ’ ἀγρευτῇσι δαµέντος 
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 σκύµνος ἐς ἄντρον ἵκηται ἐύσκιον, ἀµφὶ δὲ πάντῃ 
 ταρφέα παπταίνει κενεὸν σπέος, ἀθρόα δ’ αὐτοῦ 
 ὀστέα δερκόµενος κταµένων πάρος οὐκ ὀλίγων περ 
 ἵππων ἠδὲ βοῶν µεγάλ’ ἄχνυται ἀµφὶ τοκῆος·    720 
 ὣς ἄρα θαρσαλέοιο πάις τότε Πηλείδαο 
 θυµὸν ἐπαχνώθη. 
    And desire for his father seized him: 
 as when, throughout dense oak forests and twisted brushes,   715 
 the cub of a terrible lion killed by hunters 
 reaches his shadowed cave, and here, looking at the 
 heaped bones of those killed hardly long ago,  
 of horses and bulls, he cries greatly for his father— 
 just so, then, did the son of the brave son of Peleus    720 
 grieve in his heart. 
 
The sights of their sires’ former exploits of strength and courage cause the lion cub and 
the youthful Neoptolemus to cry. Neoptolemus’s yearning for Achilles is directly 
connected to the memory of his father’s battle prowess. It is not, I suggest, the death of 
the great lion at the hands of hunters that brings the cub sadness, nor for Neoptolemus 
does Achilles’ death at the hands of Apollo, since he has never known his father. It is 
instead the long shadow of Achilles’ fame, cast upon the relatively inexperienced 
Neoptolemus, which causes him to groan. Neoptolemus certainly has the desire to live up 
to his father’s name, and the way to do this, we are to infer from this simile, is to add his 
	 44	
	
own spoils and captive maidens to the collection.  
 His brief response to Phoenix’s speech speaks to this effect. Having delivered a 
rather long and nostalgic welcome speech to Neoptolemus, recounting his close 
camaraderie with Achilles, Phoenix is overcome with grief at the thought that he has 
outlived such a great young man (QS 7.654-60), and then tells Neoptolemus that it will 
be his noble fame (κλέος δέ τοι ἔσσεται ἐσθλὸν, QS 7.663) to overcome Eurypylus (QS 
7.664). To this Neoptolemus gives a chillingly detached reply (QS 7.668-69): 
 Ὦ γέρον, ἡµετέρην ἀρετὴν ἀνὰ δηιοτῆτα 
 Αἶσα διακρινέει κρατερὴ καὶ ὑπέρβιος Ἄρης. 
 
 Old man, strong Fate and overweaning Ares 
 shall determine my arete through combat. 
Though raised in seclusion on Scyros island by his mother, Neoptolemus nevertheless 
seems to have imbibed by osmosis the Iliadic notion of arete, of proving one’s excellence 
on the battlefield and honoring one’s father’s name. But, as we shall see, the poem of the 
Posthomerica will expose the inadequacy of this notion. 
 Emily Kneebone offers a compelling argument on the question of epic heroism as 
it is defined in the Posthomerica. Noting an allusion to Oppian’s Halieutica in a simile 
comparing the way Neoptolemus kills Trojans to a fisherman using fire to lure fish to his 
boat, Kneebone writes that “Quintus…uses similes drawn from Oppianic material to 
foreground important questions about the nature of war, about the ways in which battle 
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should be waged and cities sacked and about what it is to be an epic hero.”70 
Neoptolemus qua fisherman, she writes, “becomes a trickster, a figure who displays both 
intelligence and courage and who relies on a combination of the two to outdo his 
opponents.”71 This, Kneebone argues, is what sets him apart from his father: 
  Neoptolemus may well be the son of Achilles, like him in both form  
 and mind, but this, as we know, is something of a mixed blessing:  
 Achilles’ blind rage, his single-minded determination, may be ideal  
 for hewing down Trojans but is apt to become troublesome in its lack  
 of reason and perspective. This, after all, is the premise of the Iliad  
 and Neoptolemus would do well to analyse his role-models  carefully.  
 The death of Achilles and the victory of Odysseus over Ajax point to  
 a new age of guileful warfare.72 
Neoptolemus succeeds in overcoming Achilles’ shortcomings, Kneebone writes, 
precisely because he “willingly” participates in the greatest trickery of all, the wooden 
horse.73 
 Kneebone definitively proves the importance of Oppian’s poetic method and 
technical material to the style and art of Quintus’s Posthomerica, an accomplishment in 
and of itself. But more to the heart of her thesis, she is the first scholar to observe that the 
“model of fiery heroism,” the brute force and vain glory of heroes and heroines of the 
																																																								
70 Kneebone (2007: 286). 
71 Kneebone (2007: 289). 
72 Kneebone (2007: 296-97). 
73 Kneebone (2007: 297). 
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poem’s early books, “must cede to a new mode of warfare,”74 one that combines “βίη and 
δόλος”75 in the poem’s late-arriving hero Neoptolemus. Kneebone puts it well in her 
concluding paragraph: “in a post-Homeric, post-Achillean world, Achaean hope now lies 
in the great hero’s son.”76 
 But I wish to challenge Kneebone’s keen argument in two important ways. First, 
δόλος may be a type of intelligence or µῆτις, but it is not treated in the poem in a wholly 
positive light; in fact, δόλος and its deleterious effects are brought out in the contest of 
arms between Odysseus and Ajax, such that Odysseus’s “victory” does not unequivocally 
highlight a paradigm shift in military tactics from (one supposes) brute force to “guileful 
warfare.” Wisdom, however, also a type of µῆτις,77 does emerge as an indispensible 
property of ἀρετή, seen most clearly in the words and deeds of Nestor, and so I posit that 
the “new mode of warfare” envisioned by Quintus of Smyrna requires a harnessing of 
Iliadic battle-prowess (βίη) to wisdom (in this poem most often associated with words 
like νόος and σαοφροσύνη), rather than to deceit (δόλος). 
 Nor would I go so far as to say that the “premise of the Iliad” is the dilemma of an 
Achilles who fights with “blind rage” and a “lack of reason and perspective.” After all, he 
chooses not to fight for most of the Iliad and offers a very measured and considered 
explanation as to why. Few places in the poem can compare (vis-à-vis rationale and point 
of view) with Achilles’ speeches in Book Nine of the Iliad, which display both reason 																																																								
74 Kneebone (2007: 286). 
75 Kneebone (2007: 305). 
76 Kneebone (2007: 305). 
77 The primary definition of µῆτις in LSJ is “wisdom, skill, craft.” See Scheijnen’s recent 
discussion of the terms µῆτις and δόλος both in Homer and in Quintus of Smyrna (2018: 
231-37). 
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and a heightened sense of perspective toward life, honor and the current situation on the 
Trojan beach.78  
 This intellectual side of Achilles does not go unnoticed by Quintus of Smyrna. 
Consider the following description of Achilles as his fellow Myrmidons gather round his 
corpse, mourning (QS 3.422-26): 
 Μυρµιδόνες δ’ ἄλληκτον ἀνεστενάχοντ’ Ἀχιλῆα 
 εἰλόµενοι περὶ νεκρὸν ἀµύµονος οἷο ἄνακτος, 
 ἠπίου, ὃς πάντεσσιν ἴσος πάρος ἦεν ἑταῖρος· 
 οὐ γὰρ ὑπερφίαλος πέλεν ἀνδράσιν οὐδ’ ὀλοόφρων,   425 
 ἀλλὰ σαοφροσύνῃ καὶ κάρτεϊ πάντ’ ἐκέκαστο. 
 
 And the Myrmidons groaned continuously for Achilles, 
 closing round the body of their blameless lord, 
 a gentle man, who had been to all men a companion, 
 for he was not overbearing toward men nor of a crafty disposition, 425 
 but in all respects he excelled in wisdom and strength. 
Here we witness that union of wisdom and force as constituents of excellence, opposed to 
those who exhibit a “shrewd” or “mischievous” mien (ὀλοόφρων). Achilles does not 
consider the good of his community, however, and if that is what Emily Kneebone means 
by a lack of perspective, then we would be in agreement on that point. 
 Second, I suggest that the dilemma of the current war strategy and the need for 																																																								
78 See Segal (1971: 97). 
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revision begins much earlier than with Neoptolemus’s arrival in Book Seven. The 
structure of the poem’s narrative draws attention to the problem and initiates a dialogue 
on wisdom and deception that prepares for Neoptolemus’s arrival and reaches its height 
in Book Twelve. Both the virtue of having wisdom as well as paying heed to those who 
speak wisely, namely Nestor, are Hesiodic in origin. Thus, in his critique of Homeric 
arete, Quintus of Smyrna incorporates Hesiodic language and ideas into the core content 
and characters of his poem. 
 Let us return briefly to Hesiod’s path of arete and consider its reception by later 
authors in antiquity. In Hesiod, ἀρετή is placed in opposition with κακότης, each of 
which is reached by a path. The path to κακότης is easy and near at hand, while the way 
to ἀρετή is long, steep, rough and laborious. Richard Hunter has shown that Hesiod’s 
steep path to arete “came to represent the quest for, or path to, knowledge at all levels,”79 
and that no other passage from archaic Greek literature “was more commonly cited in 
connection with progress in philosophy.”80 Hesiod’s path of arete becomes a literary 
hotspot for later discussions of wisdom as a virtue, and so we may suppose somewhat 
confidently that it bore this significance to Quintus of Smyrna and his readership. This 
would mean that Quintus of Smyrna’s Mountain of Arete and his notion of arete in 
general have to do in part at least with wisdom as an aspect of virtue. 
 That Hesiodic arete pertains to the mind and that Quintus of Smyrna understood it 
as such is strengthened by what follows immediately after Hesiod’s path of arete. Hesiod 																																																								
79 Hunter (2014: 93). 
80 Hunter (2014: 96). The ancient reception of this Hesiodic passage will be fully 
discussed in Chapter Four. 
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tells Perses (Op. 293-97): 
 Οὗτος µὲν πανάριστος, ὃς αὐτῷ πάντα νοήσει 
 φρασσάµενος τά κ’ ἔπειτα καὶ ἐς τέλος ᾖσιν ἀµείνω· 
 ἐσθλὸς δ’ αὖ κἀκεῖνος ὃς εὖ εἰπόντι πίθηται·     295 
 ὃς δέ κε µήτ’ αὐτῷ νοέῃ µήτ’ ἄλλου ἀκούων 
 ἐν θυµῷ βάλληται, ὃ δ’ αὖτ’ ἀχρήιος ἀνήρ. 
 
 The very best man is the one who thinks on all things for himself, 
 considering what will be better then and in the end; 
 noble too is that man who is persuaded by one who speaks well;  295 
 but he who neither thinks on his own nor listens to another 
 and lays it to his mind: that man is useless. 
It is not difficult to see the connection between Hesiod’s image of ἀρετή just before and 
his discussion of the “very best man” (πανάριστος) here. The best man is defined by his 
ability to exercise noos with independence, considering not only what benefits the 
moment but what will have long-lasting consequences. But Hesiod also adds another 
important element: if one cannot be the πανάριστος man, he can still be noble (ἐσθλός) if 
he listens to good sense when spoken to him and heeds that advice. Hesiod addresses two 
types of man—independent man and social man—and suggests that, in the absence of 
one’s own good sense, a man can still contribute to the greater good by heeding the good 
sense of others when he hears it spoken well. But if he does neither, he is “useless” to 
society. As we shall see, this passage echoes in the words of Nestor in Book Twelve of 
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the Posthomerica, where he takes on the stance of a wise Hesiodic king, giving advice to 
the young Neoptolemus. 
 Iliadic arete certainly persists throughout the Posthomerica, but displaying 
individual prowess through word and deed consistently falls short, suggesting that 
something about Iliadic excellence is inadequate. Numerous examples may be found 
throughout the Posthomerica, starting in Book One. For instance, when Thersites 
reproaches Achilles for not caring for the “glorious work of arete” (οὐδέ νυ σοί τι 
µέµηλεν/ ἀµφ’ ἀρετῆς κλυτὸν ἔργον, QS 1.731-32), he says (QS 1.733-34): 
 Σχέτλιε, ποῦ νύ τοί ἐστι περὶ σθένος ἠδὲ νόηµα; 
 Πῇ δὲ βίη βασιλῆος ἀµύµονος; 
 
 Wretch, where now is your noble strength and mind? 
 Whither has gone the force of a blameless king? 
Such taunts will cost him his life,81 but his rebuke has a point: mind and strength are 
needed for noble action. Phoenix describes the late Achilles to Neoptolemus in the 
following way (QS 7.651-52):  
    Ἀρετῇ δ’ ὅ γε φέρτερος ἦεν 
 πολλόν, ἐπεὶ µακάρεσσι δέµας καὶ κάρτος ἐῴκει· 
 
    He was far mightier than I with respect  
 to arete, since he was like the blessed gods in form and might. 																																																								
81 Cf. QS 1.741-47. 
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But such a single-minded focus on form and strength leads to disappointment in the 
poem. The first three books all end with the death of a major warrior—Penthesilea in 
Book One, Memnon in Book Two, Achilles in Book Three. This episodic ebb and flow of 
warriors dying in battle, ending with the best of the Achaeans, amounts to nothing more 
than a military deadlock and an increasing swell of grief from the survivors, until it 
reaches a fever pitch with the laments over Achilles’ corpse by Ajax, Phoenix, 
Agamemnon, Briseis, and the Nereids and Muses around Thetis (QS 3.387-630). The 
quest for glory, it seems, is good for nothing but heartache. 
 A glimmer of hope comes with Neoptolemus’s arrival, and his determination to 
prove his arete “through combat” appears to work. In his first day of fighting, he seems 
to be the Mountain of Arete incarnate, as Quintus of Smyrna compares him to a mountain 
striking fear into those trying to ascend it (QS 7.542-50): 
 Αὐτοῦ δ’ ἄλλοθεν ἄλλος ἀπειρέσιον τροµέοντες 
 µεσσηγὺς κακότητος ἔσαν κρυεροῦ τε φόβοιο· 
 αἰδὼς γὰρ κατέρυκεν ὁµῶς καὶ δεῖµ’ ἀλεγεινόν. 
 Ὡς δ’ ὅτε παιπαλόεσσαν ὁδὸν κατὰ ποσσὶν ἰόντες    545 
 ἀνέρες ἀθρήσωσιν ἀπ’ οὔρεος ἀίσσοντα 
 χείµαρρον, καναχὴ δὲ περιβροµέει περὶ πέτρῃ, 
 οὐδέ τι οἳ µεµάασιν ἀνὰ ῥόον ἠχήεντα 
 βήµεναι ἐγκονέοντες, ἐπεὶ παρὰ ποσσὶν ὄλεθρον 
 δερκόµενοι τροµέουσι, καὶ οὐκ ἀλέγουσι κελεύθου.    550 
 
	 52	
	
 But here and there each [Trojan], trembling uncontrollably, 
 stood between kakotes and chilling flight, 
 for shame as well as hard fear hold back both. 
 As when men going by foot down a craggy path    545 
 gaze upon a torrent rising up from the 
 mountain, and a piercing sound thunders round the rock, 
 and no longer are they eager to meet head-on with the echoing flood, 
 but hastening, since they tremble looking upon destruction 
 right before their feet, and they pay no attention to the path.   550 
When read alongside the Mountain of Holy Arete (QS 5.50-56), it is as though 
Neoptolemus in this passage has become the precipitous mountain itself, placing 
obstacles in the way of the Trojans trying to climb its “rugged path” (παιπαλόεσσαν 
ὁδὸν, QS 7.545; cf. τρηχὺ…ὄρος, QS 5.50), sending them headlong from the path of 
excellence and down the path of “disgrace” (κακότητος, QS 7.543), shuddering in fear 
(τροµέουσι, QS 7.550; cf. χάζοντο τεθηπότες, QS 5.55). In Book Eight, Neoptolemus 
succeeds in besting his Trojan adversary Eurypylus (QS 8.199-209) with the aid of his 
father’s spear. In Book Nine, he gives a rousing speech that inspires the Greeks to charge 
the Trojans, in which he makes an ironic pun on his own name, revealing war-waging to 
be an indelible part of his identity (QS 9.275-83): 
 Κλῦτε, φίλοι, καὶ θάρσος ἐνὶ στήθεσσι βάλεσθε    275 
 ἄτροµον, οἷον ἔοικε φορήµεναι ἀνέρας ἐσθλοὺς 
 νίκην ἱεµένους ἐρικυδέα χερσὶν ἀρέσθαι  
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 καὶ κλέος ἐκ πολέµοιο δυσηχέος. Ἀλλ’ ἄγε θυµὸν 
 παρθέµενοι πονεώµεθ’ ὑπὲρ µένος, εἰς ὅ κε Τροίης 
 πέρσωµεν κλυτὸν ἄστυ καὶ ἐκτελέσωµεν ἐέλδωρ·    280 
 αἰδὼς γὰρ µάλα πολλὸν ἐπὶ χρόνον ἔνθα µένοντας 
 ἔµµεναι ἀπρήκτους καὶ ἀνάλκιδας, οἷα γυναῖκας· 
 τεθναίην γὰρ µᾶλλον ἢ ἀπτόλεµος καλεοίµην.” 
 
 “Hear me, friends, and throw undaunted courage into   275 
 your hearts, as it is right that noble men yearning  
 to bear off glorious victory also take glory in their hands 
 out from hateful war; but come now, commit our hearts 
 and let us toil beyond our might, until we sack 
 the famed city of Troy and fulfill our wish;     280 
 for utter shame it is for us to wait here for so long a time 
 being without accomplishment and cowardly, like women. 
 For may I die rather than be called un-warlike. 
Neoptolemus plays upon the “war”-like element of his name (Νεο-πτόλεµος), saying he 
would rather perish than not live up to his namesake by being featless (ἀπρήκτους) and 
cowardly (ἀνάλκιδας), which for him equates to being ἀ-πτολεµος. But there is a further 
irony if we take into account a previously unnoticed pun. If we sound out the words after 
the diaeresis in the second food, we get malloN-È-APTOLEMOS kaleoimen. He 
pronounces his own name by connecting the ν of µᾶλλον to ἀπτόλεµος via the hiatus 
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between the conjunction ἢ and the alpha-privative, rendering ν-η-απτολεµος, almost as if 
it were impossible for him even to say the word ἀπτόλεµος.82 This line might better be 
translated, “Let me die, or rather let me be called Neoptolemus.” His dedication to 
courage and combat is infectious, and he ekes out another brave assault by the Greeks 
upon the Trojans.83 
 But his determination to settle his arete by the spear proves fruitless as another 
Trojan, Aeneas, rises to prominence, and his involvement in the Trojan camp leads to 
further frustration in the war until the opening of Book Twelve when Calchas convokes 
an assembly and announces that the Greeks must not sack Troy by βίη (QS 12.19) but by 
δόλος καὶ µῆτις (QS 12.20). This leads, of course, to Odysseus’s proposition of the 
wooden horse. 
2.2 Wisdom Versus Cunning 
 There is no question that δόλος is necessary for the Greeks’ success. This aspect 
of the tale of Troy’s destruction was traditional and went back as far as the creation of the 
Odyssey, and Odysseus as mastermind of the stratagem would naturally be the subject of 
praise on account of his wily intelligence. But deception also has its drawbacks. Inherent 
in deception is dishonesty and falsehood, duplicity—saying one thing but meaning 
another, with only the deceiver knowing the truth of the matter. Achilles, responding to 
Odysseus’s plea in the Embassy scene in Book Nine of the Iliad, displays his disdain for 
duplicitous speech (a comment leveled, possibly, at Odysseus himself, Il. 9.308-13): 
																																																								
82 More on the importance of names and meaning is to follow in Chapter Four. 
83 Cf. QS 9.284-85. 
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 “διογενὲς Λαερτιάδη πολυµήχαν’ Ὀδυσσεῦ 
 χρὴ µὲν δὴ τὸν µῦθον ἀπηλεγέως ἀποειπεῖν, 
 ᾗ περ δὴ φρονέω τε καὶ ὡς τετελεσµένον ἔσται,    310 
 ὡς µή µοι τρύζητε παρήµενοι ἄλλοθεν ἄλλος. 
 ἐχθρὸς γάρ µοι κεῖνος ὁµῶς Ἀΐδαο πύλῃσιν 
 ὅς χ’ ἕτερον µὲν κεύθῃ ἐνὶ φρεσίν, ἄλλο δὲ εἴπῃ.” 
 
 “God-born son of Laertes, much-devising Odysseus, 
 I must speak out my words unbridled, 
 say exactly what I think and how it shall be done,    310 
 so that you all may stop croaking at me, sitting here and there, each of you. 
 For that man is as hateful to me as the gates of Hades, 
 he who hides one thing in his heart, but says another.” 
Deception can lead to fooling one’s own side, such that the loyalty of the one deceiving 
comes under scrutiny. In the Odyssey, Odysseus uses craft both to fool the suitors as well 
as to dupe his own wife (cf. Od. 17-22). Odysseus is the hero who, according to Helen in 
the Odyssey, risks his own neck in a reconnaissance mission into Troy disguised as a 
beggar (Od. 4.232-58); but in the hands of the comic poet Epicharmus, the same legend 
gets spun as Odysseus the Deserter, a story about Odysseus defecting from the Greeks 
and changing ship like a mythic Alcibiades.84  
 In Quintus of Smyrna, Odysseus is often associated with his deceptive mind. Ajax 																																																								
84 On Homer and Epicharmus, see Revermann (2013), Willi (2012). 
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labels him as such in his second speech of the hoplon crisis in a clearly pejorative sense 
(QS 5.292): 
 Ὦ Ὀδυσεῦ δολοµῆτα καὶ ἀργαλεώτατε πάντων. 
 
 
 O Odysseus of deceptive devising and most grievous of all men. 
 
But, incredibly, neither δολόµητις nor δολοµήτης is ever associated with Odysseus in 
Homer. Even in the Odyssey, where cunning plays such a major role in the poem’s plot 
and Odysseus’s characterization, Odysseus is never labeled δολόµητις: this epithet is 
reserved exclusively for Aegisthus and Clytemnestra and their wicked act of betrayal 
against Agamemnon.85 As Silvio Bär has noted, Quintus of Smyrna delineates an 
Odysseus more in line with his sinister portrayals in so-called First Sophistic literature as 
well as in Sophocles and in Euripides.86 In light of Quintus of Smyrna’s depiction of a 
troublesome Odysseus, it is not so easy to follow Kneebone and to equate Odysseus’s 
character and δολοφροσύνη with the ‘solution’ to the brute-force tactics of the 
Posthomerica’s earlier warriors.  
 In the following analysis, I will show that Quintus of Smyrna structures the poem 
in such a way that the early martial section of the poem is disrupted by a large, highly 
wrought section in which verbal performances by Nestor and Odysseus invite the reader 
to consider the potential for µῆτις, either in the form of Nestorian wisdom or Odyssean 
deception, to bring about an end to the Trojan war.  
																																																								
85 Cf. Hom. Od. 1.300, 3.198, 3.250, 3.308, 4.525, 11.422. 
86 Bär (2010: 303-04). 
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2.3 The Posthomerica’s Structure 
 Posthomerica Books Three through Five consist of four main episodes: the death 
and burial of Achilles (QS 3.30-787), the funeral games for Achilles (QS 4.110-595), the 
contest for Achilles’ arms (hoplon krisis) between Ajax and Odysseus (QS 5.121-351), 
and the death and burial of Ajax (QS 5.486-665). Schematically, these scenes follow a 
chiastic ABBA structure, such that the outer sections of death and burial frame the two 
inner sections, a contest of might on the one hand and a contest of words on the other. 
Performances of strength and of intelligence come head-to-head in the eyes of the poem’s 
internal and external audiences. This section is connected to what came before by way of 
the continuous chain of heroes slain. The deaths of Trojan supporters Penthesilea (Book 
One) and Memnon (Book Two) are balanced by the deaths of Achilles (Book Three) and 
Ajax (Book Five).  
 Further significance may be given to the B sections of the chiasmos by the fact 
that both begin with poetic performances which draw the reader’s attention toward 
artistic representation: the song of Nestor which commences the funeral games (QS 
4.118-80) and the ekphrasis of Achilles’ armor which foregrounds the hoplon krisis (QS 
5.1-120). Thus the two ἀγῶνες, the funeral games and the contest of arms (both contests 
in memory of Achilles) are initiated by verbal performances (also in memory of 
Achilles), pointing to a heightened emphasis on words at this juncture in the poem.87 
 This ABBA section as a whole also coincides with a major turning point in the 																																																								
87 Silvio Bär has noted yet another symmetry to these passages, the fact that the physical 
contests are framed on either side by “verbal action”—Nestor’s epideictic encomium on 
the one hand and Odysseus’s and Ajax’s forensic speeches on the other—with the 
resulting effect that “priority is given to ‘word’ over ‘deed’” (2010: 298). 
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larger narrative. The military deadlock and loss of key fighters on both sides makes way 
for a new wave of warriors that will bring the war to its conclusion: Neoptolemus and 
Philoctetes on the Greek side, Eurypylus and Aeneas on the Trojan side. There is a shift 
from old to new hero, from failure to take Troy to success in its capture, and, I suggest, 
from Iliadic to Posthomeric heroism. This last point may first be demonstrated by 
comparing the contexts in which Homer’s and Quintus of Smyrna’s ekphrases of 
Achilles’ armor are situated. In the Iliad, we watch as Hephaestus works the raw metals 
in his forge and the shield is created right before our eyes. And its creation anticipates 
Achilles’ much longed-for reentry into battle. In the Posthomerica, Quintus of Smyrna’s 
ekphrasis is a viewing of an already formed artefact, the “cunning work that the strength 
of Hephaestus created” (δαίδαλα…ὅσα σθένος Ἡφαίστοιο…ποίησε, QS 5.4-5). 
Moreover, its viewing comes amidst festivities commemorating Achilles’ death, and so 
the ekphrasis marks the end of Achilles’ heroic exploits. This single day episode in the 
Posthomerica highlights a symbolic end to the era of Achilles, characterized by fruitless 
βίη, and looks forward to the era of Neoptolemus, characterized by a higher regard for 
words, wisdom and persuasion. 
 It is here that the debate between the respective µήτιες of Nestor and Odysseus 
begins. I wish to offer one more nuance of symmetry to this episode which indicates that 
these two characters’ performances are to be compared with one another. Both 
performances do and do not fit into the context of Achilles’ funeral games. Bookending 
the games, both stand inside and outside the actual games. In a contest of athletes, Nestor 
is out of place. While all the other Argives eagerly await Thetis’s arrival, “some about to 
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contend in endless competition,/ others to warm their hearts and minds [at watching] the 
athletes” (οἳ µὲν ἀεθλεύσοντες ἀπειρεσίῳ ἐν ἀγῶνι/ οἳ δὲ φρένας καὶ θυµὸν ἀεθλητῆρσιν 
ἰῆναι, QS 4.113-14), elderly Nestor is first to stand up, and since he cannot compete with 
the youths in physical competition, he performs a song celebrating Achilles’ life. This is a 
most striking opening to the games, and is the only extant example of a bardic 
performance occurring as part of funeral games in epic poetry and does not have any 
precedent from earlier versions of the tale. Furthermore, Nestor’s performance goes 
uncontested and he is given an award (QS 4.172-79). That his efforts go uncontested is 
not unusual on its own—Idomeneus as well as Ajax on two occasions both win contests 
with no rivals—but in all three cases Quintus of Smyrna explicitly states that none could 
or would contend with them. In Nestor’s case, no such mention is made. It is as if he got 
up to the surprise of all, sang his song, and Thetis gave him a prize for his efforts, 
winning partly by default, partly by the awkwardness of it.  
 In the case of the hoplon krisis, it is clear from the narrator’s and from Thetis’s 
remarks that Achilles’ armor is not meant to be fought over in contention, but given as a 
gift to the best of the Achaeans.88 Book Five opens with a temporal clause closing out the 
games: “But when indeed all the other contests were completed…” (Ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ πολλοὶ 
µὲν ἀπηνύσθησαν ἄεθλοι, QS 5.1). As Silvio Bär observes, Thetis clearly “announces the 
end of the games—they are finished,”89 when she states (QS 5.123-27): 
 Νῦν µὲν δὴ κατ’ ἀγῶνος ἀέθλια πάντα τελέσθη 
 ὅσσ’ ἐπὶ παιδὶ θανόντι µέγ’ ἀχνυµένη κατέθηκα. 																																																								
88 See Bär (2010: 307). 
89 Bär (2010: 307). 
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 Ἀλλ’ ἴτω ὅς τ’ ἐσάωσε νέκυν καὶ ἄριστος Ἀχαιῶν,    125 
 καί νύ κέ οἱ θηητὰ καὶ ἄµβροτα τεύχε’ ἕσασθαι 
 δώσω. 
 
 Now indeed all the contests of the agon have been completed, 
 all which I, in my great grief, established for my dead son. 
 And now let him come forward, the one who saved his body and is best of the  
  Achaeans,        125 
 and I shall give him this wondrous and immortal armor  
 to wear. 
As Silvio Bär writes, “Thetis clearly does not announce another contest; Achilles’ armor 
is not to be contested at all, but has been (implicitly) allotted to Ajax from the beginning, 
since it is evident and has been repeatedly emphasized in the Posthomerica that it was the 
latter who rescued Achilles’ body and is the best of the Achaeans.”90 Thus, when Nestor 
and Odysseus “stand up” it comes as a surprise, and neither really seems to be a part of 
the actual proceedings. This corresponds well to their general lack of physical prowess as 
opposed to their verbal dexterity. 
2.4 Nestor, a Hesiodic King 
 Nestor uses his bardic gifts to heal the grief and suffering of his community and to 
help restore social cohesion among the troops in the aftermath of Achilles’ death. As 
mentioned before, the death of Achilles brings on a display of grief that is unprecedented 																																																								
90 Bär (2010: 307). 
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in the poem. Not only do the Greeks cry for their fallen lord, but so do his captive 
maidens, the Muses, Nereids, Thetis, even Achilles’ horses mourn (QS 3.745) and the 
beaches around the camp groan (QS 3.668-69) in reaction to his death. Not only does 
Achilles’ death unleash an unquenchable deluge of sadness upon the men, but his loss 
deals a devastating blow to the Greek offensive, and we hear the anguish of the Greeks’ 
new-found plight in a stunning reverse-simile comparing their cries to those in a 
beleaguered city being set on fire (QS 3.408-17): 
    γόου δ’ ἔρος ἔµπεσε θυµῷ 
 κλαῖόν τ’ αὖτ’ ἀλίαστον ἐπὶ ψαµάθοισι βαθείαις, 
 πρηνέες ἐκχύµενοι µεγάλῳ παρὰ Πηλείωνι,      410 
 χαίτας ἐκ κεφαλῆς προθελύµνους δηιόωντες· 
 χευάµενοι δ’ ᾔσχυναν ἄδην ψαµάθοισι κάρηνα. 
 οἵη δ’ ἐκ πολέµοιο βροτῶν ἐς τεῖχος ἀλέντων 
 οἰµωγὴ πέλεται, ὅτε δήιοι ἐµµεµαῶτες 
 καίωσιν µέγα ἄστυ, κατακτείνωσι δὲ λαοὺς      415 
 πανσυδίῃ, πάντῃ δὲ διὰ κτῆσιν φορέωνται· 
 τοίη καὶ παρὰ νηυσὶν Ἀχαιῶν ἔπλετ’ ἀυτή. 
 
 And desire for grieving came upon their hearts, 
 they wailed ceaselessly on the sands’ depths, 
 keeled over, pouring themselves about the huge son of Peleus,  410 
 tearing the hair from their heads by the roots, 
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 taking their fill of befouling their heads with sand poured over: 
 as when there arises out of war a desperate cry of men 
 hemmed in at the wall, when their enemies eagerly 
 burn down the great city, and murder its people    415 
 all at once, and then utterly plunder its wealth— 
 so, too, was the cry of the Achaeans along the ships. 
The grief of Book Three carries over into Book Four, a moment of great crisis for the 
Greeks as a whole, in that the hope of success in the war seems bleak (utterly so when 
Ajax dies in Book Five), and for the Greeks as individuals, in that each man is afflicted 
with sorrow. In this stark and desperate setting, Nestor performs his song. 
 Nestor’s soundness of mind and his prowess in the assembly translate into his 
success at ridding the Greeks and Thetis of their pain. As he first stands up among the 
crowd of lithe young men, Quintus of Smyrna’s description paints him as the living 
embodiment of wisdom (QS 4.119-27): 
 οὐ µὲν πυγµαχίῃσι λιλαιόµενος πονέεσθαι 
 οὔτε παλαισµοσύνῃ πολυτειρέι· τοῦ γὰρ ὕπερθε     120  
 γυῖα καὶ ἅψεα πάντα λυγρὸν κατεδάµνατο γῆρας. 
 Ἀλλά οἱ ἐν στέρνοισιν ἔτ’ ἔµπεδος ἔπλετο θυµὸς 
 καὶ νόος, οὐδέ τις ἄλλος ἐριδµαίνεσκεν Ἀχαιῶν  
 κείνῳ, ὅτ’ εἰν ἀγορῇ ἐπέων πέρι δῆρις ἐτύχθη· 
 τῷ καὶ Λαέρταο κλυτὸς πάις εἵνεκα µύθων      125  
 εἰν ἀγορῇ ὑπόεικε, καὶ ὃς βασιλεύτατος ἦεν 
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 πάντων Ἀργείων, µέγ’ ἐυµµελίης Ἀγαµέµνων. 
 
 Indeed he did not wish to toil in a bout of boxing, 
 nor in a tiring wrestling match, for his arms 
 and all his joints had succumbed to baneful old age. 
 But yet there remained in his chest a steadfast heart 
 and mind, nor would any other Achaean quarrel with 
 that man, whenever there occurred a conflict of words in the agora; 
 even Laertes’ son, famed for his words, yielded 
 to him in assembly, and he who was most kingly 
 of all Argives, mighty Agamemnon of the good ash-spear. 
Note that Nestor’s mental acuity is confirmed from past experiences in the agora; his 
νόος is understood to be unparalleled in terms of public counsel: not only does the famed 
wordsmith Odysseus yield to him—confirming Nestor’s verbal abilities—but the most 
powerful political figure in the Achaean camp, Agamemnon, yields to him as well 
whenever a quarrel of words arises in the assembly. Thus, the context of Nestor’s song is 
set in explicitly political terms. This suggests that there may be some political purpose in 
his bardic performance.  
 At the same time, his song obtains the results typically associated with epic 
poetry, namely, his poetry brings terpsis to its listeners and causes a forgetfulness of pain. 
His opening hymn to Thetis brings joy to her, whose agony over Achilles could not be 
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assuaged by Calliope, chief of the Muses,91 and only barely deflected by Poseidon,92 and 
who was described by Quintus of Smyrna as ἀχνυµένη (QS 3.769). Nestor’s song makes 
her ἐΰφρονα (QS 4.128), telling “how she surpassed all the sea-born goddesses/ because 
of her form and good disposition” (ὡς πάσῃσι µετέπρεπεν εἰναλίῃσιν/ εἵνεκ’ ἐυφροσύνης 
καὶ εἴδεος, QS 4.129-30). “And Thetis,” Quintus of Smyrna tells us, “took joy in 
listening” (ἣ δ’ ἀίουσα/ τέρπεθ’, QS 4.130-31). As Nestor gives his narration, the Argives 
“took joy in listening” (τοὶ δ’ ἀίοντες/ τέρπονθ’, QS 4.145-46). His account of Achilles’ 
“deathless deeds” (QS 4.146) cause them to erupt with approval (πολὺς δ’ ἀµφίαχε λαὸς/ 
ἀσπασίως, QS 4.147-48). At the end of his encomium to Achilles, the Argives “shouted 
assent to all his verses” (Ἀργεῖοι δ’ ἄρα πᾶσιν ἐπευφήµησαν ἔπεσσιν, QS 4.171) as does 
Thetis (QS 4.172), and we may observe that her change in demeanor coincides with a 
change in her complexion. Right before the song, she was called “Thetis of the dark-blue 
veil” (Θέτις κυανοκρήδεµνος, QS 4.115, a Quintean neologism); now at the end she is 
described as “Thetis of the silver sandal” (ἀργυρόπεζα Θέτις, QS 4.172). It is as if 
Nestor’s song has lifted the veil, so to speak, of her darkening sorrow. 
 Nestor’s song fulfills several functions with respect to the good of his community. 
First, it serves the civic function, by virtue of its subject matter, of eulogizing the dead 
Achilles at the publicly ritualized festival in his honor. The impact of this may be felt by 
the fact that his performance effectively puts an end to the Achaeans’ unquenchable 
suffering, a suffering, recall, that was connected, via simile, to the threat of their 
destruction. Second, he makes a prayer to the gods that Neoptolemus come to help them 																																																								
91 Cf. QS 3.631-54. 
92 Cf. QS 3.769-80, 782-83. 
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in their cause, an idea that no human has yet made in the poem (though one that the 
reader is made privy to on several occasions) and that will ultimately lead to their victory 
over the Trojans. Finally, his catalogue of Achilles’ ἄφθιτα ἔργα (cf. QS 4.144-61) 
corresponds to the prizes given by Thetis to the victors of each game. So, for example, 
Nestor sings of Achilles’ killing of Telephos, Eetion, Kuknos, Polydorus, Troilus, 
Asteropaeus, Lycaon and Memnon (QS 4.151-61). Each of these exploits is 
commemorated during the games through the prizes awarded. So, Nestor for his song 
receives the horses of Telephos (QS 4.172-74); Epeios and Acamas, who tie in the boxing 
match, are awarded silver bowls used to ransom Lycaon from Achilles (QS 4.381-85); 
Teucer, victor in the archery test, wins the armor of Troilus (QS 4.418-19); and so on. 
Nestor’s list of Achilles’ feats looks forward to the prizes the men will fight over in 
healthy competition.  
 A key point is that Nestor’s song is the first step toward restoring a sense of social 
harmony and community among a crowd of fractured souls. On many occasions the 
competitors fight until they are persuaded to stop and accept a tie, at which point they 
kiss and restore a bond of φιλότης. Nestor’s song, which is met by roars of approval, is 
the first step in making the audience εὔφρονες—of good disposition—in preparation for a 
day of games, and it inaugurates the return to a sense of belonging and efficacy among 
the men. 
 The image of Nestor as singer strongly evokes Hesiod’s discussion of kings and 
singers in the opening to the Theogony (80-103), and like the Hesiodic intrusions on the 
shield ekphrasis of Book Five of the Posthomerica, it takes us far afield of Homer. As 
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with the ekphrasis, certain aspects of this scene are unquestionably Homeric: the dramatic 
setting is in Troy; Nestor is a Homeric character and does not figure prominently in 
Hesiod. The funeral games of Achilles, while reported by Proclus to have been presented 
in the Aethiopis,93 are clearly modeled on the funeral games for Patroclus in Book 
Twenty-three of the Iliad.94 However, certain features of the episode are thoroughly un-
Homeric. No king in Homer ever makes a public performance of song. When the 
embassy arrives at Achilles’ tent, they find him singing the κλέα ἀνδρῶν to himself while 
strumming the cithara (Il. 9.186-91), but it is a private performance for his own 
pleasure.95 Odysseus in the Odyssey gives lengthy narrations, but he does not sing, which 
is made explicit on two occasions where his storytelling skills are likened to the skills of a 
singer.96 To find a king endowed with the gifts of the Muses, we have to turn to the 
Theogony. 
 In the proem to Hesiod’s Theogony (1-115), Hesiod says that the poetic gifts of 
the Muses benefit both singers and kings, a point worth considering since Nestor in the 
Posthomerica performs both as a king and a singer with the result of affecting his 
audience in the same way kings and singers do in the Theogony. Hesiod presents the 
positive effects of the Muses’ divine gift for kings and for singers in similar terms, with 
similar effects on their respective audiences, and in adjacent passages, all of which point 
to a close correspondence between the two. The Muses, described as being “of fitted 
words” (ἀρτιέπειαι, Th. 29), were begotten by Mnemosyne “as a forgetfulness of evils 																																																								
93 Proclus, Chrestomathy 201. Text is that of Severyns. 
94 Vian (1966). 
95 Despite the presence of his comrade Patroclus. See Segal (1994: 114-15). 
96 Cf. Od. 11.362-69, 17.518-21. 
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and a rest from cares” (λησµοσύνην τε κακῶν ἄµπαυµά τε µερµηράων, Th. 55). They 
endow their mortal favorites with the gift of mellifluous speech and the power to end 
problems through eloquence. Whomsoever of Zeus-nourished kings the Muses honor (Th. 
83-84):  
 τῷ µὲν ἐπὶ γλώσσῃ γλυκερὴν χείουσιν ἐέρσην, 
 τοῦ δ’ ἔπε’ ἐκ στόµατος ῥεῖ µείλιχα.97 
 
 They pour sweet dew upon his tongue,  
 and his honeyed words flow from his mouth. 
 Through his faultless oratory (Th. 87): 
 αἶψά τι καὶ µέγα νεῖκος ἐπισταµένως κατέπαυσε. 
 he quickly puts to rest even some great quarrel with skill. 
For this reason kings are considered wise (Th. 88), because they (Th. 88-93): 
      λαοῖς 
 βλαπτοµένοις ἀγορῆφι µετάτροπα ἔργα τελεῦσι 
 ῥηιδίως, µαλακοῖσι παραιφάµενοι ἐπέεσσιν·     90 
 ἐρχόµενον δ’ ἀν’ ἀγῶνα θεὸν ὣς ἱλάσκονται 
 αἰδοῖ µειλιχίῃ, µετὰ δὲ πρέπει ἀγροµένοισι. 
 τοίη Μουσάων ἱερὴ δόσις ἀνθρώποισιν. 
 
 easily turn deeds around for men being harmed  																																																								
97 Text is that of West. 
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 in the assembly, speaking side-wise with soft words.   90 
 And when he goes to an assembly men propitiate him like a god 
 with honeyed reverence, and he stands out among those assembled. 
 Such is the holy endowment of the Muses for mankind.98 
Compare this to the Muses’ relationship with singers in the Theogony. Whomsoever the 
Muses love (Th. 97): 
 γλυκερή οἱ ἀπὸ στόµατος ῥέει αὐδή. 
 
 sweet flows the voice from his mouth. 
 
If a man is “bearing pain in his newly-afflicted mind and withers his heart in grieving” (εἰ 
γάρ τις καὶ πένθος ἔχων νεοκηδέι θυµῷ/ ἄζηται κραδίην ἀκαχήµενος, Th. 98-99), a bard 
(Th. 100-03): 
    κλεῖα προτέρων ἀνθρώπων     100  
 ὑµνήσει µάκαράς τε θεοὺς οἳ Ὄλυµπον ἔχουσιν, 
 αἶψ’ ὅ γε δυσφροσυνέων ἐπιλήθεται οὐδέ τι κηδέων 
 µέµνηται· ταχέως δὲ παρέτραπε δῶρα θεάων. 
  
 will sing the glories of former men and      100 
 sing the blessed gods who hold Olympus, 
 and quickly that man forgets his sorrows and not at all remembers 
 his cares; swiftly do the gifts of the goddesses turn them aside. 
While kings and singers operate in different domains—kings address the agora and bring 																																																								98	On kings in the Theogony, see Scully (2015: 40-41). 
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an end to societal suffering, while singers sing to an individual and bring an end to 
personal suffering—the Muses’ gifts of honeyed speech function in similar ways for 
both. Both receive the gift of sweet words; both use their gift to nudge ‘aside’ (παρά-) 
their recipients’ suffering (παραιφάµενοι, παρέτραπε); and both have an immediately 
(αἶψά, αἶψ’, ταχέως) positive effect on their listeners, causing a forgetting of pain and an 
ending of cares. 
 Quintus of Smyrna dissolves the distinction between Hesiod’s kings and singers 
by making king Nestor a singer. Nestor’s portrayal as a Theogonic king-bard is prepared 
for by Thetis’s encounter with Calliope in Book Three. The Muses descend from Helikon 
to offer due honor to Thetis in light of Achilles death (QS 3.594-96). Calliope pleads with 
Thetis to end her grieving, promising her (QS 3.645-47): 
 καὶ γάρ οἱ κλέος αἰὲν ἐπιχθονίοισιν ἀοιδοὶ     645 
 καὶ µένος ἀείσουσιν ἐµῇ ἰότητι καὶ ἄλλων 
 Πιερίδων. 
 
 For singers shall always sing his fame and his might    645 
 to men who walk the earth, by my will and the will 
 of the other Pierians. 
 
Nestor is the first aoidos in the poem to deliver such a song sanctioned by Hesiod’s 
Heliconian (and Pierian) Muses. The kingly bard, his song and its effects on his audience, 
resonate deeply with Hesiod’s Zeus-nourished kings and singers, and offer a prominent 
demonstration of Hesiodic wisdom doing good for the collective at this juncture of the 
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poem. Like Hesiod’s aoidos, Nestor sings the kleia of a former man (Achilles) and of the 
gods (Thetis, the Muses, the Horae, Hephaestus, Charites, the ἀθάνατοι µάκαρες and the 
θεοὶ αὐτοί). Like the Muses “of fitted words” (ἀρτιέπειαι, Th. 29), Nestor glorifies 
Achilles “with fitted words (ἀρηραµένοις ἐπέεσσι, QS 4.149). Like Hesiod’s king, who 
“moves throughout a gathering” of men (ἐρχόµενον δ’ ἀν’ ἀγῶνα), Nestor sings “amidst 
the gathering” of men (µέσῳ ἐν ἀγῶνι, QS 4.147). And like the Muses, in that “by 
singing they delight the great mind [of Zeus] within Olympus” (ὑµνεῦσαι τέρπουσι µέγαν 
νόον ἐντὸς Ὀλύµπου, Th. 37 = 51), Nestor’s singing brings terpsis to Thetis personally 
and to the Greeks collectively. Nestor’s song has the power to put a stop to their new-
found grief for Achilles, and while it is not explicitly said so, it seems to work easily and 
immediately, considering the fact that neither Calliope nor Poseidon could turn aside 
Thetis’s grief, while Nestor accomplishes this before the end of his opening hymn. 
Finally, just as Hesiod’s king uses “honeyed” speech on his subjects, and then his 
subjects reciprocate by propitiating him as a god with “honeyed” reverence, so too, we 
see reciprocity between Nestor and his men: he “glorifies” (κύδαινεν, QS 4.149) Achilles, 
a “very glorious man” (ἐρικυδέα φῶτα, QS 4.148); Nestor receives Telephus’s horses as 
a prize, which he gives over to his comrades, and they in turn reciprocate his leadership 
by “glorying greatly in their godlike king” (µέγα κυδαίνοντες/ ἀντίθεον βασιλῆα, QS 
4.179-80). Like Hesiod’s kings, Nestor’s ability to do good for his community with his 
eloquence is reflected back upon him through his people’s willingness to propitiate him 
like a divinity. 
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2.5 Odysseus, an Iliadic Warrior 
 Similarly, the feud between Odysseus and Ajax over the arms of Achilles is 
ostensibly one between the forces of brains (Odysseus) and brawn (Ajax), a contest in 
which wit wins over strength. Quintus of Smyrna situates this agon, however, within the 
context of Achaean safety, and thus the devastating consequences of such a contest are 
given a political dimension. Nestor recognizes the political implications of the contest 
and so when asked by Odysseus and Ajax to judge the contest along with Idomeneus and 
Agamemnon, he voices his concern to his fellow judges that such a feud will only lead to 
evil for the Achaeans (QS 5.141-51): 
 Ὦ φίλοι, ἦ µέγα πῆµα καὶ ἄσχετον ἤµατι τῷδε 
 ἡµῖν συµφορέουσιν ἀκηδέες Οὐρανίωνες, 
 Αἴαντος µεγάλοιο περιφραδέος τ’ Ὀδυσῆος 
 ἐσσυµένων ἐπὶ δῆριν ἀάσχετον ἀργαλέην τε.  
 Τῶν γάρ θ’ ὁπποτέρῳ δώῃ θεὸς εὖχος ἀρέσθαι    145 
 γηθήσει κατὰ θυµόν· ὃ δ’ αὖ µέγα πένθος ἀέξει 
 πάντας ἀτεµβόµενος Δαναούς, περὶ δ’ ἔξοχα πάντων 
 ἡµέας· οὐδ’ ἔτι κεῖνος ἐν ἡµῖν ὡς τὸ πάροιθε 
 στήσεται ἐν πολέµῳ. Μέγα δ’ ἔσσεται ἄλγος Ἀχαιοῖς, 
 κείνων ἤν τινα δεινὸς ἕλῃ χόλος, οὕνεκα πάντων    150 
 ἡρώων προφέρουσιν, ὃ µὲν πολέµῳ, ὃ δὲ βουλῇ. 
 
 Dear friends, yea a great and unendurable pain today 
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 the carefree gods are bringing to us, 
 when Ajax the mighty and very cunning Odysseus 
 are roused to a grievous and unbearable contention. 
 For to whichever one the god grants the right to boast,   145 
 that one will joy in his heart, but the other one will whet his grief, 
 afflicting all the Danaans, but most of all us. 
 No longer will he stand with us in war as once 
 he did, and great shall be the pain for the Achaeans, 
 whichever of these two is seized by dread anger, since these two surpass 150 
 all heroes, this one in war, that one in counsel. 
 
Nestor therefore urges Idomeneus and Agamemnon to pass off the dangerous task of 
judging the contest to their Trojan war captives.99 He suggests this because the prisoners 
will make judgment based on which of the two men causes the enemy to tremble the 
most, “and whosoever saved Achilles’ corpse from the destructive war” (QS 5.158a-59). 
But there will be no stopping the inevitable, and Odysseus’s sophistry wins the day, 
sending Ajax into a madness which inspires his suicide, thereby causing Nestor’s worst 
nightmare to come true: the best of the Achaeans after Achilles will die. 
 Adding insult to injury, it is made clear to the reader via Quintus’s description of 
the recovery of Achilles’ body in Book Three (186-387) that Ajax is the rightful recipient 
of Achilles’ armor. And yet, Odysseus’ µῆτις (or δολοφροσύνη, as Ajax calls it) is so 																																																								
99 This is a break with the tradition, since according to a scholiast to Aristophanes’ 
Knights (ad 1054), Nestor suggested in the Little Iliad (fr. 2) that they eavesdrop on what 
gossip the Trojan girls were saying about Ajax and Odysseus. 
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effective that he can convince the Trojan captives, who witnessed the struggle over 
Achilles’ corpse, to vote in favor of himself. Ajax is first to arrive at Achilles’ side (QS 
3.217), though swarmed by Trojans like a beekeeper swarmed by bees as he takes away 
their honeycomb (QS 3.219-26); he fights alone against a crowd of Trojans, killing slews 
of them singlehandedly (QS 3.227-95) and is given a proper aristeia by Quintus of 
Smyrna.100 Odysseus, by contrast, enters late in the battle, kills three men whose names 
are given and apparently “many others” (QS 3.306-07), but is quickly wounded (QS 
3.308-10), and after a retributive slaying of his attacker and a second rush against the 
Trojans (QS 3.311-21) he is not heard of again. The next time he is mentioned is in the 
last lines of Book Four at the end of the funeral games, where Quintus of Smyrna says 
that he was grieving in his heart because his wound precluded him from participating in 
the contests (QS 4.591-95). Why then do the Trojans, who “saw how many men breathed 
their last under the strong hands” (QS 3.351-52) of Ajax, vote for Odysseus? 
 Ajax expresses his distrust of Odysseus’s µῆτις in his speeches, and rightly so: 
Odysseus’s talents at oratory prevail over Ajax’s appeal to strength and action. Ajax’s 
first speech of two can be summed up as follows: a paranoia towards words, a 
characterization of Odysseus as weak, cowardly and deceptive, and a false sense of 
security in his own form, strength and stock. He first attacks Odysseus’s counsel, saying 
that he is led astray in his wits by a daimon for thinking himself superior in κράτος (QS 
5.181-82). He says that Odysseus has a consuming concern (ἀµφιµέµηλε) for deceit 
(δόλος) and reckless deeds (ἀτάσθαλα ἔργα, QS 5.190). He catalogues Odysseus’s 																																																								
100 Cf. Bär (2010: 306). 
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cowardice: how he shrank from going to Troy (QS 5.191-94); how he fled in battle and 
had to be saved by Ajax himself (QS 5.200-05); how he moors his ships in the center of 
the line away from danger (QS 5.211-14); how he fled from Hector’s attack on the ships, 
a man whom Ajax alone repelled (QS 5.214-17). Ajax regrets having saved Odysseus so 
many times, otherwise he would not be alive to try and meet him face-to-face, trusting in 
his “deceptive wiles” (δολοφροσύνῃσι, QS 5.210). Ajax wishes the contest of arms had 
been held in the battlefield over Achilles’ armor, so that he would be seen as the one 
carrying Achilles with his panoply from battle (QS 5.218-22). “As it is, however,” he 
says, “you, trusting in your skill with words, are striving for great deeds” (Νῦν δ’ ἄρα 
µύθων/ ἰδρείῃ πίσυνος µεγάλων ἐπιµαίεαι ἔργων, QS 5.222-23). “But why quarrel with 
evil words (µύθοισιν…κακοῖσιν, QS 5.229),” he asks, and suggests they test with their 
spears who the mightier man is, “for this prize is for valor; Thetis of the silver sandal did 
not place this prize in our midst for grievous words (Ἀλκῆς γὰρ τόδ’ ἄεθλον ἀρήιον, οὐκ 
ἀλεγεινῶν/ θῆκεν ἐνὶ µέσσοις ἐπέων Θέτις ἀργυρόπεζα, QS 5.232-33). Ajax contends 
that the battlefield is no place for cunning words: “there is for men a use of words in the 
agora” (µύθων δ’ εἰν ἀγορῇ χρειὼ πέλει ἀνθρώποισιν, QS 5.234). He ridicules 
Odysseus’s smaller stature, saying he has not the σθένος to wear Achilles’ armor nor 
wield his spear, whereas “it is right for me to bear the glorious armor, as I do not bring 
disgrace to the beautiful gifts of the gods” (QS 5.227-28). Ajax’s use of the terms valor, 
rightness and disgrace situates his argument firmly within the context of ἀρετή, a point 
made final by his claim of primacy over Odysseus through his noble birth (γένος, QS 
5.236), for he is related to Achilles by blood. 
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 If Ajax’s speech betrays a generally sinister attitude toward words and µῆτις, 
Odysseus’s counter speech focuses over half its lines on persuasion and mental 
prowess101 with the resulting effect that his argument—that true power comes from the 
mind—proves itself simply by the overwhelming emphasis on word over deed. He 
accomplishes this first through the rhetorical technique of re-description—taking the 
vocabulary of his opponent and redefining it to suit his needs. In this case, he takes 
Ajax’s position toward µῆτις and µῦθοι as signs of cowardice or weakness, and makes 
them a badge of strength and pride. Whereas Ajax opens by saying he is stronger than 
Odysseus in κράτος, proven by how many Trojans he killed around Achilles’ corpse (QS 
5.185-86), Odysseus calls himself “the one who boasts to be far superior to you/in 
counsels and words, things which increase kratos for men” (ὃς σέο πολλὸν ὑπέρτερος 
εὔχοµαι εἶναι/ µήδεσι καὶ µύθοισιν ἅ τ’ ἀνδράσι κάρτος ἀέξει, QS 5.241-42). He offers 
three demonstrations of this: by µῆτις stone cutters easily cleave through the toughest 
rock; by µῆτις sailors cross a wave-tossed sea; through τέχναι hunters overpower the 
beasts of the wild and tame the beasts of the field (QS 5.243-50). This tricolon abundans 
with variatio in the final clause (τέχναι versus µῆτις) gives examples of man’s devising 
taking control over the forces of the natural world, proof that intelligence is superior to 
what Ajax claims to be his greatest asset—natural brute force. All this is summed up by 
Odysseus in half a line: “all is accomplished through the mind” (νόῳ δέ τε πάντα 
τελεῖται, QS 5.250). Ajax had claimed that Odysseus, relying upon his “skill with 
words,” was trying to commit “great deeds” and to meet him face-to-face, “trusting in 																																																								
101 Cf. Bär (2010: 301). 
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deceitful wiles.” To this Odysseus responds by redefining the importance of skill and 
intelligence in the commitment of great deeds (QS 5.251-55): 
 αἰεὶ δ’ ἀφραδέος πέλει ἀνέρος ἀµφὶ πόνοισι 
 πᾶσι καὶ ἐν βουλῇσιν ἀνὴρ πολύιδρις ἀµείνων. 
 τοὔνεκ’ ἐυφρονέοντα θρασὺς πάις Οἰνείδαο 
 λέξατό µ’ ἐκ πάντων ἐπιτάρροθον, ὄφρ’ ἀφίκωµαι 
 ἐς φύλακας· µέγα δ’ ἔργον ὁµῶς ἐτελέσσαµεν ἄµφω.   255 
 
 Always the many-skilled man is better in all 
 tasks and counsels than a thoughtless man, 
 which is why Oineus’s bold son chose me, for my good thinking, 
 out of everyone, to be his helper in going against the guards; 
 and we two both accomplished a mighty deed.    255 
Good thoughts, as opposed to thoughtlessness, translate into mighty action according to 
Odysseus. As for the power of words, Odysseus claims that this, not force, inspires in 
others the urge to participate in the war effort (QS 5.257-65): 
    Ἢν δὲ καὶ ἄλλου 
 ἥρωος χρειώ τις ἐν Ἀργείοισι πέληται, 
 οὐδ’ ὅ γε χερσὶ τεῇσιν ἐλεύσεται οὐδὲ µὲν ἄλλων 
 Ἀργείων βουλῇσιν, ἐγὼ δέ ἑ µοῦνος Ἀχαιῶν     260 
 ἄξω µειλιχίοισι παραυδήσας ἐπέεσσι 
 δῆριν ἐς αἰζηῶν. Μέγα γὰρ κράτος ἀνδράσι µῦθος 
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 γίνετ’ ἐυφροσύνῃ µεµεληµένος· ἠνορέη δὲ 
 ἄπρηκτος τελέθει µέγεθός τ’ εἰς οὐδὲν ἀέξει 
 ἀνέρος, εἰ µή οἱ πινυτὴ ἐπὶ µῆτις ἕπηται.     265 
 
    And whenever there arises 
 a need among the Argives for some other hero, 
 he will not come [forced] by your hands, nor by the advice 
 of any other Argive, but I alone of the Achaeans    260 
 will bring him, having spoken alongside him with honeyed words, 
 to a battle of strong men. For speech is a mighty kratos for men 
 when it is cared for by good cheer. But manliness becomes 
 unaccomplished, and a man’s size rises to 
 nothing, if wise mêtis does not attend him.     265 
There is a watertight logic to Odysseus’s speech that makes him superior to Ajax. If 
µήδεα and µῦθοι increase κράτος, if κράτος without ἰδρείη or µῆτις is incapable of 
accomplishing anything, then the one with µῆτις and µῦθοι is better than the one without 
µῆτις. Odysseus opened his speech, addressing Ajax in the following way: “Ajax, 
unmeasured in speech, why now do you speak so many words in vain to me?” (“Αἶαν 
ἀµετροεπές, τί νύ µοι τόσα µὰψ ἀγορεύεις;” QS 5.239). By not being able to speak 
effectively (µὰψ ἀγορεύεις), Ajax does not have proper µῦθοι. And being unable to set 
one’s words in order (ἀµετροεπές) suggests that Ajax’s thoughts are also out of order. 
Thus, Ajax comes to light in Odysseus’s speech as the ἀφραδής man (QS 5.251) whose 
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strength and size come to nothing. But according to Odysseus (QS 5.266-67):  
 Αὐτὰρ ἐµοὶ καὶ κάρτος ὁµῶς καὶ µῆτιν ὄπασσαν 
 ἀθάνατοι, τεῦξαν δὲ µέγ’ Ἀργείοισιν ὄνειαρ. 
 
  The gods sent me both kratos along with mêtis; 
 and they made me a great boon to the Argives. 
Odysseus has not just mêtis or kratos, but both. 
 Not only do we hear Odysseus discuss at length the primacy of his mêtis, but in 
comparing the two men’s speeches and observing the result, we actually witness his mêtis 
at work—deceptive, cunning, even falsifying—triumphant over the honest truthfulness of 
Ajax’s account of events. Odysseus offers a long refutatio (QS 5.268-90), rebutting 
Ajax’s claims point-by-point, including what Silvio Bär rightly calls an “obvious lie”102 
(QS 5.285-86): 
 “Νῦν δέ σευ ἀµφ’ Ἀχιλῆι πολὺ πλέονας κτάνον ἄνδρας   285 
 δυσµενέων, ἐσάωσα δ’ ὁµῶς τεύχεσσι θανόντα.” 
 
 “And I killed many more enemy men than you around 
 Achilles, and I saved the dead man along with his armor.   285 
Despite everything else Odysseus says, much of it insulting to Ajax, this falsification of 
the facts is something Ajax cannot endure, and in his response he centers on this one 
point (QS 5.292-301): 																																																								
102 Bär (2010: 302). 
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 Ὦ Ὀδυσεῦ δολοµῆτα καὶ ἀργαλεώτατε πάντων, 
 οὔ νύ σ’ ἐκεῖσ’ ἐνόησα πονεύµενον οὐδέ τις ἄλλος 
 Ἀργείων, ὅτε Τρῶες Ἀχιλλέα δῃωθέντα 
 ἑλκέµεναι µενέαινον. Ἐγὼ δ’ ὑπὸ δουρὶ καὶ ἀλκῇ    295 
 τῶν µὲν γούνατ’ ἔλυσα κατὰ µόθον, οὓς δ’ ἐφόβησα 
 αἰὲν ἐπεσσύµενος· τοὶ δ’ ἀργαλέως φοβέοντο  
 χήνεσιν ἢ γεράνοισιν ἐοικότες, οἷς <τ’> ἐπορούσῃ 
 αἰετὸς ἠιόεν πεδίον κάτα βοσκοµένοισιν· 
 ὣς Τρῶες πτώσσοντες ἐµὸν δόρυ καὶ θοὸν ἆορ    300 
 Ἴλιον ἐς κατέδυσαν ἀλευάµενοι µέγα πῆµα. 
 
 O Odysseus of deceptive devising and most grievous of all men, 
 I did not notice you there toiling, nor did any other 
 Argive, when the Trojans were eager to drag away 
 the slain Achilles; but I loosed their knees through my    295 
 spear and courage throughout the fray, and others I set to flight 
 attacking them constantly. Indeed they fled grievously, 
 like to geese or cranes, that an eagle attacks— 
 as they graze throughout a grassy field— 
 so too the Trojans, cowering before my spear and rushing sword,  300 
 ducked into Troy, averting a great calamity. 
We have already noted above that Quintus of Smyrna presents the fight over Achilles’ 
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body as won largely by the feats of Ajax alone, and that Odysseus’s participation was 
relatively minimal. Note now how closely Ajax’s description and language, especially his 
use of similes, accords with Quintus of Smyrna’s account. Quintus of Smyrna says that 
the Trojans were “eager to drag” (εἰρύσσαι µεµαῶτες, QS 3.216) Achilles’ corpse away 
to Troy. Ajax’s spear is mentioned explicitly in the case of Glaucos’s death (δουρὶ, QS 
3.281), but it is implicit in the case of Agelaus (QS 3.227-28) as well as many others (cf. 
QS 3.229-36). The Trojans fear the force of Ajax as he was “always attacking” (αἰὲν 
ἐπεσσυµένοιο, QS 3.274). But most conspicuous is the similarity in their descriptions of 
the Trojans’ final retreat, put to flight by Ajax. Both Ajax and Quintus of Smyrna 
compare their flight to two types of birds being put to flight by a bird of prey. Here is 
Quintus of Smyrna’s description (QS 3.352-64): 
   ὑπέτρεσαν οὐδ’ ἔτ’ ἔµιµνον, 
 οὐτιδανοῖς γύπεσσιν ἐοικότες, οὕς τε φοβήσῃ 
 αἰετὸς οἰωνῶν προφερέστατος, εὖτ’ ἐν ὄρεσσι 
 πώεα δαρδάπτουσι λύκοις ὑποδηῳθέντα·      355 
 ὣς τοὺς ἄλλυδις ἄλλον ἀπεσκέδασε θρασὺς Αἴας 
 χερµαδίοισι θοοῖσι καὶ ἄορι καὶ µένεϊ ᾧ. 
 Οἳ δὲ µέγα τροµέοντες ἀπὸ πτολέµοιο φέβοντο 
 πανσυδίῃ, ψήρεσσιν ἐοικότες, οὕς τε δαΐζων 
 κίρκος ἐπισσεύει, τοὶ δ’ ἰλαδὸν ἄλλος ἐπ’ ἄλλῳ    360 
 ταρφέες ἀίσσουσιν ἀλευόµενοι µέγα πῆµα· 
 ὣς οἵ γ’ ἐκ πολέµοιο ποτὶ Πριάµοιο πόληα 
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 φεῦγον ὀιζυρῶς ἐπιειµένοι ἀκλέα φύζαν, 
 Αἴαντος µεγάλοιο περιτροµέοντες ὁµοκλήν. 
 
 They [the Trojans] trembled, nor would they remain any longer, 
 like to worthless vultures, whom an eagle, foremost of predatory birds, 
 puts to flight, while in the mountains they 
 devour sheep that have been slain by wolves—    355 
 so, too, this way and that bold Ajax scattered them 
 with rushing stones and his sword, and his might. 
 And they were mighty afraid and fled from the war  
 at once, like to starlings, whom a violent hawk 
 attacks, and they in a heap this way and that     360 
 dart up en masse, averting a mighty calamity— 
 so, too, out of battle to the city of Priam 
 they fled miserably, longing after fameless flight,  
 in dread of the battle-cry of mighty Ajax. 
 
Like Quintus of Smyrna, Ajax makes a comparison, triggered by the adjective ἐοικώς, 
between the Trojans and two different birds that are attacked by superior birds (an eagle 
is used in both) as they are in the midst of eating. Ajax’s description of the “slain” 
Achilles corresponds to the “slain” sheep the vultures are eating in Quintus of Smyrna’s 
description, and the sheep are the comparandum to Achilles’ corpse in the simile. Both 
describe the “rout” (φοβέοντο, QS 5.297, φέβοντο, QS 3.358) with adverbs showing 
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disdain for their retreat (ἀργαλέως, QS 5.297, ὀιζυρῶς, QS 3.363). Both Ajax and 
Quintus of Smyrna attribute their flight to the “rushing” (θοὸν QS 5.300, θοοῖσι, QS 
3.357) of Ajax’s weaponry as well as to his gall (ἀλκῇ, QS 5.295, µένεϊ, QS 3.357). Both 
mention the reatreat to Troy (Ἴλιον ἐς κατέδυσαν QS 5.301, ποτὶ Πριάµοιο πόληα/ 
φεῦγον, QS 3.363-63), and both use the same phrase in the same line-position to describe 
the Trojans’ avoidance of a great calamity (ἀλευάµενοι µέγα πῆµα, QS 5.301, 3.361). 
There is no need to question it: Ajax’s version of his recovery of Achilles’ body and 
armor, when compared to Odysseus’s description (so far as Quintus’s poem is 
concerned), is the truthful account.  
 Ajax’s testimony is irrefutable, and it is very revealing that Odysseus does not 
respond to it.103 Instead, he returns to his original thesis that he is superior to Ajax in 
νόος, and at least “equal in excellence” with respect to βίη, if not also more noble (QS 
5.309-11). And then, dread rhetorician that he is, Odysseus, to confirm his superiority, 
appeals to the knowledge of his judges, saying (QS 5.311-12): 
    Τὸ δέ που καὶ Τρῶες ἴσασιν, 
 οἵ µε µέγα τροµέουσι, καὶ ἢν ἀπάτερθεν ἴδωνται. 
 
   But this, I suspect, even the Trojans know, 
 who tremble at me greatly even when they look upon me from afar. 
From afar? Is this a tacit admission that he was not present at the fight around Achilles’ 
corpse? But it is the Trojans’ intelligence he now puts on the line. Even though Quintus 																																																								
103 See Bär (2010: 302n5): “Odysseus…does not respond to Ajax’s justification at all.” 
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of Smyrna says explicitly that the Trojans saw how many men died beneath Ajax’s 
hands, nevertheless the Trojan judges unanimously name Odysseus the victor (cf. QS 
5.320). Odysseus’ sophistry has won the day. 
 Why should we not understand Odysseus’s actions in the hoplon krisis to be, in 
Kneebone’s words, a “victory” and indicative of a “new age of guileful warfare?” After 
all, he does display his ἀρετή in word, his display leads to his winning the τιµή of 
Achilles’ armor, and he succeeds in being “preeminent over all others.” But herein lies 
the problem: Odysseus in his quest to best Ajax, despite its catastrophic consequences to 
his community, marks Odysseus as an Iliadic hero in pursuit of individual excellence, in a 
poem that, only one book earlier, showed Nestor as a Hesiodic king, using the same talent 
of eloquence to promote social cohesion and communal healing. Odysseus’s negative 
Iliadic portrayal in contrast to Nestor’s portrayal is an indirect way of communicating a 
Hesiodic ideal. 
 We are made aware of the negative effects of Odysseus’s actions in several 
passages. Quintus of Smyrna introduces Odysseus’s first counter-speech with the 
following lines (QS 5.237-38): 
 Ὣς φάτο· τὸν δ’ ἀλεγεινὰ παραβλήδην ἐνένιπεν 
 υἱὸς Λαέρταο πολύτροπα µήδεα νωµῶν. 
 
 Thus he spoke, then the son of Laertes maliciously 
 upbraided him with painful words, wielding multiplicitous counsels. 
Odysseus’s words are painful and malicious; he is treating Ajax like an enemy and not a 
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friend. Furthermore, Quintus characterizes Odysseus’s counsels as πολύτροπα: “many-
faceted,” “shifty”—incapable of being pegged down, various in its multiple meanings. Of 
course we cannot but recall Homer’s first eipithet used to describe Odysseus in line one 
of the Odyssey. This is the speech of a Homeric Odysseus, and his words are painful both 
for Ajax and, as we shall see, for the rest of the Achaeans. Compare the way Odysseus 
reacts to the Trojans’ judgement with the way the Achaeans react (QS 5.321): 
 τοῦ δ’ ἄµοτον γήθησε νόος, στονάχησε δὲ λαός. 
 He rejoiced insatiably in his mind, but the army let out a groan. 
By chiasmos, Quintus pushes the reactions of Odysseus and of the Achaeans together to 
highlight the contrast between them as well as to create the greatest distance possible in a 
hexameter between Odysseus on the one hand and the λαός on the other. And consider 
the poignant adverb ἄµοτον. Odysseus gluts himself on his pride of victory. If this were 
not enough, we also have Odysseus’s own words, speaking after Ajax has killed himself. 
First, he tries to deflect blame from himself and to target the “many-groaning Fate” that 
overcame Ajax (QS 5.581-82). Then he tries to defend his actions (QS 5.583-93): 
 Εἰ γάρ µοι κέαρ ἔνδον ἐνὶ στέρνοισιν ἐώλπει 
 κεῖνον ἀλαστήσειν καθ’ ἑὸν νόον, οὔτ’ ἂν ἔγωγε 
 ἦλθον ἐριδµαίνων νίκης ὕπερ, οὔτέ τιν’ ἄλλον    585 
 ἐν Δαναοῖσιν ἔασα µεµαότα δηριάασθαι· 
 ἀλλά οἱ αὐτὸς ἔγωγε θεουδέα τεύχε’ ἀείρας 
 προφρονέως ἂν ὄπασσα καὶ εἴ τί περ ἄλλο µενοίνα. 
 Νῦν δέ µιν οὔ τι ἔγωγε µέγ’ ἀχνύµενον χαλεπῆναι 
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 ὠισάµην µετόπισθεν, ἐπεί ῥά οἱ οὔτε γυναικὸς    590 
 οὔτε περὶ πτόλιος µαχόµην οὔτ’ εὐρέος ὄλβου, 
 ἀλλά µοι ἀµφ’ ἀρετῆς νεῖκος πέλεν, ἧς πέρι δῆρις 
 τερπνὴ γίνεται αἰὲν ἐύφροσιν ἀνθρώποισι. 
 
 For had the heart in my breast expected 
 that that man would fill with anger in his mind, I indeed would not 
 have come to contend with him over victory, nor would I have allowed 585 
 any other Danaan who was eager to quarrel,  
 but even I myself would have lifted up the godly armor 
 and eagerly handed it over to him, even if he yearned for something else. 
 As it is, I did not at all think that he would become much aggrieved 
 and would later grow angry, since I was fighting not    590 
 for a woman or a city or for wide wealth, 
 but for me the conflict was over arete, contention for which 
 is always pleasing to men who are of good thinking. 
Odysseus admits that he could not see past the immediate gratification of winning a 
contest for individual arete, and yet he insists that, since this is supposed to be pleasing 
for men “of good thoughts” (note the implicit insult to Ajax even in death), he should not 
be held reponsible for Ajax’s death. Odysseus proves he does not embody the mindset of 
Hesiod’s πανάριστος man, who can think on all things for himself, considering what will 
be good both in the moment and for the future (Hes. Op. 293-94), whereas Nestor was 
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able to tell before the contest even began that such a µέγα νεῖκος (Hes. Th. 87) between 
two of the best Achaeans would bring disaster to the entire army.  
2.6 Thinking for the Collective 
 Finally, compare the different effects of Nestor’s performance and Odysseus’s 
performance. Nestor is able to bring an end to his fellow men’s suffering in light of 
Achilles’ death and to encourage them to reintegrate in the social activity of the funeral 
games. Odysseus’s δολοφροσύνη causes Ajax to kill himself and the men to return to a 
state of fracture and despair. He has unraveled everything Nestor’s song was able to 
achieve. 
 Nor is this an isolated example of seeing the differing effects of the two men’s 
persuasions juxtaposed. In the following case, we see the wily Odysseus unable to 
respond to the emotional needs of the men, grief-stricken (ἀκηχεµένοισιν, QS 5.573) as 
they are over Ajax’s recent suicide. Nestor on the other hand, resorting to his soothing 
words, is able to make them “forget” their grief, recalling the powerful gifts of Hesiod’s 
singers to “turn aside” the cares of one “grieving” in his heart (ἀκαχήµενος) and bearing 
pain in his “newly-afflicted heart (νεοκηδέι θυµῷ, Hes. Th. 98-99) by causing him to 
“forget” (ἐπιλήθεται, Hes. Th. 102) and “not remember” (οὐδέ…µέµνηται, Hes. Th. 102-
03) his heartache. Immediately after Odysseus claims that contests over excellence 
should bring joy to good-thinking men, he not so slyly makes Ajax the culprit of their 
devastating strife (QS 5.594-97): 
 Κεῖνος δ’ ἐσθλὸς ἐὼν στυγερῇ ὑπὸ Δαίµονος Αἴσῃ 
 ἤλιτεν. Οὐ γὰρ ἔοικε µέγ’ ἀσχαλάαν ἐνὶ θυµῷ·    595 
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 ἀνδρὸς γὰρ πινυτοῖο καὶ ἄλγεα πόλλ’ ἐπιόντα 
 τλῆναι ὑπὸ κραδίῃ στερεῇ φρενὶ µηδ’ ἀκάχησθαι.  
 
 But it was that noble man who was led astray by the daemon’s 
 hateful fate. It is not right to grow angry in one’s heart,   595 
 for it is a wise man’s lot to endure all pains that come upon him 
 deep beneath his firm mind, and never to become aggrieved. 
Not only does Odysseus try to appear blameless, but he chastises Ajax for not acting in 
accordance with what is right (οὐ…ἔοικε) and not like a wise man (πινυτὸς ἀνήρ) who 
never becomes upset (µηδ’ ἀκάχησθαι). Odysseus, despite his own aggrieved state (cf. 
QS 5.572, where he is described as being ἀχνύµενος κατὰ θυµόν), is insensitive to the 
fact that the entire army is ἀκαχήµενοι, and so by saying what he does, he is chastising all 
the Achaeans for being in their emotional state. Nestor, though he echoes Odysseus’s 
sentiment that it is not right (οὔ τι θέµις, QS 5.605) to be vexed in one’s heart (ἀσχαλάαν 
ἐνὶ θυµῷ, QS 5.606), rather than place the blame on Ajax’s actions, he twice claims that 
it is the unfeeling fates (ὡς ἄρα Κῆρες ἀνηλέα θυµὸν ἔχουσαι/ ἡµῖν αἶψ’ ἐβάλοντο λυγρῷ 
ἐπὶ πένθεϊ πένθος, QS 5.601-02; Κῆρες ἀµείλιχοι, QS 5.611) that have brought the 
Achaeans so much pain. He bids them, “forget your unseemly grief” (Ἀλλὰ γόου 
λήσασθε ἀεικέος, QS 5.607), and tells them to give over the dead his due ceremony (QS 
5.607-09). “So he spoke, speaking alongside,” Quintus of Smyrna tells us (Ἦ ῥα 
παρηγορέων, QS 5.612), and through his gentle “aside speaking” Nestor moves the men 
to render to the dead Ajax the honor of burial. Recall the Zeus-nourished kings of 
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Hesiod’s Theogony, whose alongside talk, παρφάµενοι, has the power to “overturn” 
deeds done in the assembly against an embattled people (Th. 87-90). It is the king’s 
ability to assuage crowds with his eloquence that makes him “wise” (ἐχέφρονες, Th. 88). 
Nestor shares this trait with Hesiod’s kings, and he exhibits his talents throughout the 
poem.104 
2.7 The Wooden Horse 
 The debate over Nestor’s wisdom and Odysseus’s deception comes to a head in 
Book Twelve over the stratagem of the Wooden Horse. As already mentioned, the 
prophet Calchas convenes an assembly and proclaims that the war must be won by δόλος 
καὶ µῆτις (QS 12.20), a command for which no Achaean can find a solution. But “only 
the son of Laertes,” Quintus of Smyrna tells us, “conceived of it through his wisdom” 
(µοῦνος δὲ σαοφροσύνῃσι νόησεν/ υἱὸς Λαέρταο, QS 12.23-24), and Odysseus says the 
following to the assembly (QS 12.26-29): 
 εἰ ἐτεὸν πέπρωται ἐυπτολέµοισιν Ἀχαιοῖς 
 ἐκπέρσαι Πριάµοιο δολοφροσύνῃσι πόληα, 
 ἵππον τεκτήναντες ἀριστέες ἐς λόχον ἄνδρες 
 βησόµεθ’ ἀσπασίως. 
 
 If it is truly fated for the well-warring Achaeans 																																																								
104 See especially QS 7.66-95, where Nestor consoles Podaleirios, who has withdrawn 
from the army and is seeking ways to kill himself, newly-afflicted by the death of his 
brother Machaon. By addressing Podaleirios with “honeyed words” (µειλιχίοισι, QS 
7.37) and “speaking alongside him” (παρφάµενος µύθοισιν, QS 7.94), he succeeds in 
coaxing the grieving one (ἀκηχέµενον, QS 7.66) back to the line of battle. 
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 to sack the city of Priam by deceptive wiles, 
 let us fashion a horse and may the best of us men 
 gladly enter it in ambush. 
Crucial to this discussion is Neoptolemus’s voice, who openly disagrees with the thought 
of winning a battle through deception, and his objection is on the basis of the ethics of 
battle. Recall what he tells Phoenix in Book Seven, that Fate and Ares will determine his 
arete through battle (QS 5.668-69). How can he prove his excellence, that the young cub 
indeed is the son of the mighty lion, if not on the battlefield? To Calchas’s praise of 
Odysseus’s “cunning and good deception” (µῆτιν καὶ δόλον ἐσθλὸν, QS 12.48), 
Neoptolemus says the following (QS 12.67-72):  
 Ὦ Κάλχαν, δηίοισι καταντίον ἄλκιµοι ἄνδρες 
 µάρνανται· τοὶ δ’ ἐντὸς ἀλευάµενοι ἀπὸ πύργων 
 οὐτιδανοὶ πονέονται, ὅσων φρένα δεῖµα χαλέπτει. 
 Τῶ νῦν µήτε δόλον φραζώµεθα, µήτέ τι µῆχος    70 
 ἄλλο· πόνῳ γὰρ ἔοικεν ἀριστέας ἔµµεναι ἄνδρας 
 καὶ δορί· θαρσαλέοι γὰρ ἀµείνονες ἐν δαῒ φῶτες. 
 
 O Calchas, against the enemy face-to-face courageous men 
 fight. Those fleeing inside and toiling from their towers 
 are worthless, whose minds are oppressed by fear. 
 Therefore, let us not consider deception, nor any other   70 
 device; it is right that men are made best through toil 
	 90	
	
 and the spear, for courageous men are made better in battle. 
It is an outrage to Neoptolemus that he consider hiding behind the false façade of a 
deceptive horse, which he likens implicitly to the Trojans’ tactic of hiding behind their 
walls and fighting from the safety of their towers.105 There is a clear correspondence 
between Neoptolemus’s conception of noble men and their actions on the field of battle, 
out in the open and up close and personal (καταντίον, QS 12.67), and the Iliadic 
conception of ἀρετή. Neoptolemus’s fellow Greeks cannot affirm his ἀρετή with τιµή 
unless they witness it. 
 Odysseus tries to sway the young warrior’s impetuousness, but causes him instead 
to withdraw from the army. Odysseus responds to Neoptolemus’s call to arms by drawing 
attention to the limits of Neoptolemus’s and Achilles’ strength (QS 12.74-79): 
 Ὦ τέκος ὀβριµόθυµον ἀταρβέος Αἰακίδαο, 
 ταῦτα µέν, ὡς ἐπέοικεν ἀµύµονι φωτὶ καὶ ἐσθλῇ,     75 
 θαρσαλέως µάλα πάντα διίκεο χερσὶ πεποιθώς· 
 ἀλλ’ οὔτ’ ἀκαµάτοιο τεοῦ πατρὸς ἄτροµος ἀλκὴ 
 ἔσθενεν ὄλβιον ἄστυ διαπραθέειν Πριάµοιο 
 οὔθ’ ἡµεῖς µάλα πολλὰ πονεύµενοι. 
 
 O strong-minded child of Aiakos’s fearless son, 
 bravely have you attained all these very many things, trusting 
 in your hands, as is right for a good and noble man, 																																																								
105 There is a clear irony here, since it is this Trojan tactic that has returned the war to a 
stalemate, and has led to the discussion of dolos and mêtis in the first place. 
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 but neither was the dauntless valor of your tireless father 
 strong enough to sack the wealthy town of Priam 
 nor were we, having labored through so much. 
Odysseus’s speech repels Neoptolemus, who along with Philoctetes decides to forsake 
the army and to besiege Troy on their own with their own men, and are only stopped 
from doing so by a warning sign from Zeus (QS 12.85-100). Odysseus is unable to 
persuade Neoptolemus, but why?  
 I would argue that, once again, he fails to be sensitive to the emotionality of the 
ones he is trying to convince. All throughout the second half of the poem, Neoptolemus 
has continued to show his valor on the battlefield in order to prove himself worthy of his 
father. And what does Odysseus do, but call attention to the insufficiency of his and his 
father’s valor. This veiled insult mirrors the one in Book Five when Odysseus told the 
grieving Achaeans that only unwise men (i.e. Ajax) become aggrieved. And both 
situations involve an implicit insult of a dead man, to boot! No wonder, then, that 
Neoptolemus’s response is to withdraw from the army, as his father famously did when 
insulted by Agamemnon in Book One of the Iliad. 
 When Nestor uses his Hesiod-inspired persuasions to encourage the men to enter 
the horse, however, Neoptolemus is the first to volunteer, and in their exchange, Nestor 
uses the memory of Achilles to validate Neoptolemus’s heroic decision. In a rousing 
speech, Nestor calls on all young men to summon their strength and courage and to enter 
the cavernous horse (QS 12.260-64), “since fame brings courage to men” (ἐπεὶ µερόπεσσι 
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κλέος µέγα θάρσος ὀπάζει, QS 12.265).106 Next, in his classic way, Nestor excuses 
himself from the task, blaming his brittle old age (QS 12.266-71). But then he has a 
sudden change of heart: despite his frailty, he will in fact enter the horse, acting “like a 
young man” (ὡς νέον ἡβώων, QS 12.272). To this Neoptolemus objects, but unlike his 
previous objection to Odysseus, this objection confirms his willingness to participate in 
the venture (QS 12.275-80): 
 Ὦ Νέστορ, σὺ µέν ἐσσι νόῳ προφερέστατος ἀνδρῶν   275 
 πάντων· ἀλλά σε γῆρας ἀµείλιχον ἀµφιµέµαρφεν 
 οὐδέ τοι ἔµπεδός ἐστι βίη χατέοντι πόνοιο. 
 Τῶ σε χρὴ Τενέδοιο πρὸς ᾐόνας ἀπονέεσθαι· 
 ἐς δὲ λόχον νέοι ἄνδρες ἔθ’ ὑσµίνης ἀκόρητοι 
 βησόµεθ’, ὡς σύ, γεραιέ, λιλαιοµένοις ἐπιτέλλεις.    280 
 
 O Nestor, you surpass all men with your mind,    275 
 but ruthless old age has enveloped you in its grip, 
 nor is your strength firm, though you are eager for the task. 
 Therefore you must leave to the shores of Tenedos, 
 while we young men, insatiate of war, shall enter upon 
 this ambush, as you, old man, are bidding us, we being eager to do so. 280 
Neoptolemus has gone from being the only young man unwilling to undergo the ambush, 
																																																								
106 Words echoing a line from Hesiod’s Works and Days: “Excellence and glory follow 
upon wealth” (πλούτῳ δ’ ἀρετὴ καὶ κῦδος ὀπηδεῖ, Op. 313). See Maciver (2012a: 77-78). 
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to being the first man willing, even “eager” (λιλαιοµένοις) to do so.107 Note that even 
though both Odysseus and Nestor advocate for the same action, Neoptolemus only 
acknowledges Nestor’s commands (ὡς σύ, γεραιέ,…ἐπιτέλλεις). In Nestor’s subsequent 
reply, we note two important elements: first, like Odysseus, he appeals to the memory of 
Achilles; however, he does so not to belittle Neoptolemus’s capabilities, but rather to 
uplift him. Second, in his description of toil, he refers to the easy path to kakotes, alluding 
directly to the paths of arete and kakotes in Hesiod’s Works and Days, as well as 
indirectly to the holy mountain of Arete from the shield ekphrasis of Book Five (QS 
12.287-96): 
 Ἐσσὶ πατρὸς κείνοιο βίῃ καὶ ἐύφρονι µύθῳ 
 ἀντιθέου Ἀχιλῆος· ἔολπα δὲ σῇσι χέρεσσιν 
 Ἀργείους Πριάµοιο διαπραθέειν κλυτὸν ἄστυ. 
 Ὀψὲ δ’ ἄρ’ ἐκ καµάτοιο µέγα κλέος ἔσσεται ἡµῖν    290 
 πολλὰ πονησαµένοισι κατὰ κλόνον ἄλγεα λυγρά. 
 Ἄλγεα µὲν παρὰ ποσσὶ θεοὶ θέσαν ἀνθρώποισιν, 
 ἐσθλὰ δὲ πολλὸν ἄπωθε· πόνον δ’ ἐς µέσσον ἔλασσαν· 
 τοὔνεκα ῥηιδίη µὲν ἐς ἀργαλέην κακότητα 
 αἰζηοῖσι κέλευθος, ἀνιηρὴ δ’ ἐπὶ κῦδος,     295 
 µέσφ’ ὅτε τις στονόεντα πόνον διὰ ποσσὶ περήσῃ. 
 																																																								
107 Scheijnen writes, “If Nestor’s speech was indeed intent on subtly reaching out to 
Neoptolemus and on revitalizing his interest in the cause, he has clearly succeeded” 
(2018: 249). 
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 You are that man’s son, your father’s, godlike Achilles’, 
 both in strength and well-intentioned speech. I expect 
 the Argives by your hands will destroy Priam’s famed city, 
 and after long, out of toil shall come great fame for us,   290 
 having endured many grievous pains throughout the turmoil. 
 Pains the gods placed by the feet of men, 
 and good things they thrust away, and toil they drove in the middle; 
 therefore, easy is the path to grievous evil for young men, 
 and difficult the path to glory,      295 
 until one with his feet traverses through groansome toil. 
Nestor acknowledges in his speech that the young man has indeed proven himself the son 
of Achilles, in that he embodies both strength of arm and power of mind, the two facets 
of Achilles’ character that put him head and shoulders above all others and had won the 
adulation of his friends (recall QS 3.425-26 discussed above). And from this point Nestor 
transitions immediately to making a Hesiodic statement about the paths of κακότης and 
κῦδος, an image relating thematically to Hesiod’s Paths of arete and kakotes, but also 
including the verbal echo of the “ease” of one’s journey down the “path to kakotes” 
(ῥηιδίη µὲν ἐς ἀργαλέην κακότητα).108 And when we reflect back on Quintus of 
Smyrna’s image of the steep mountain of Arete, we realize that Nestor’s words offer a 
completion of the Hesiodic thought, since the ekphrasis describes the difficult path to 
Arete but not the easy path to kakotes.  																																																								
108 Cf. Hes. Op. 287-88: τὴν µέν τοι κακότητα καὶ ἰλαδὸν ἔστιν ἑλέσθαι/ ῥηιδίως. 
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 Furthermore, Neoptolemus’s ability both to think well (ἐΰφρονι) and to put his 
thoughts into words, as well as his willingness to be persuaded by those who speak 
wisely (i.e. by Nestor), evokes the passage in Hesiod’s Works and Days immediately 
following the paths of arete and kakotes, about the best man (πανάριστος) and the noble 
man (ἐσθλός). In the most crucial moment of the poem, Neoptolemus does not redefine 
epic heroism by combining force with deception (pace Kneebone)—he abhors the 
thought of it. Rather, he redefines epic heroism by harnessing his strength to the authority 
of Nestor’s noos. Speaking symbolically, Iliadic force pays heed to Hesiodic wisdom.  
 Once Neoptolemus agrees to enter the Wooden Horse, Quintus of Smyrna makes 
a stunning interruption to his narrative with an extended invocation to the Muses (the 
only one in the poem), in which he portrays himself as a Homero-Hesiodic poet (QS 
12.306-13). We shall discuss this passage in greater detail in the following chapter, but 
for now the most important observation to make is that Quintus of Smyrna combines 
Homeric and Hesiodic topoi of Muse invocation and poetic self-fashioning. And so the 
central story of Neoptolemus’s coming of age, which began with Nestor’s Hesiodic song 
(Book Four) and Quintus of Smyrna’s rewriting of Homer through Hesiod in distinctly 
Homeric territory (Achilles’ shield and Homeric ekphrasis, Book Five), ends with 
Quintus of Smyrna taking his own stance within the poem as an amalgamation of the two 
poets. And so to understand the Posthomerica as a seamless continuation of Homer is to 
miss Quintus of Smyrna’s major critique of Homeric (specifically, Iliadic) ideas of 
human excellence, which brings to light his strategic deployment of Hesiod as a tool to 
voice such a critique and as a literary device to shape the characters and larger narrative 
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of his own epic poem. 
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CHAPTER THREE: QUINTUS OF SMYRNA, HESIOD AND THE MIDDLE 
STYLE 	
3.1 Occupying a Middle Mountain 
We begin this chapter where we left off in the prior one with Quintus of Smyrna’s epic 
interruption. Following Neoptolemus’s acquiescence to Nestor’s advice, Quintus of 
Smyrna invokes the Muses to give him the names of the warriors who entered the 
wooden horse, and in this passage he speaks in propria persona (QS 12.306-13):  
Τούς µοι νῦν καθ’ ἕκαστον ἀνειροµένῳ σάφα, Μοῦσαι, 
ἔσπεθ’ ὅσοι κατέβησαν ἔσω πολυχανδέος ἵππου· 
ὑµεῖς γὰρ πᾶσάν µοι ἐνὶ φρεσὶ θήκατ’ ἀοιδήν,  
πρίν µοι <ἔτ’> ἀµφὶ παρειὰ κατασκίδνασθαι ἴουλον, 
Σµύρνης ἐν δαπέδοισι περικλυτὰ µῆλα νέµοντι     310 
τρὶς τόσον Ἕρµου ἄπωθεν ὅσον βοόωντος ἀκοῦσαι, 
Ἀρτέµιδος περὶ νηὸν Ἐλευθερίῳ ἐνὶ κήπῳ,  
οὔρεϊ οὔτε λίην χθαµαλῷ οὔθ’ ὑψόθι πολλῷ.  
 
Now tell me clearly, Muses, as I am asking, of those men, each one, 
 all who entered the capacious horse, 
 for you placed the entire song in my heart, 
 before the down had yet spread across my cheeks, 
 as I was pasturing widely famous flocks in the lands of Smyrna  310 
 thrice as far from River Hermus as one can hear a man shouting, 
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 around the temple of Artemis in the Garden of Freedom, 
 on a mountain neither too humble nor excessively lofty. 
No section of the poem has been more discussed than this one, and with obvious reason: 
it is the only invocation in the poem, and Quintus of Smyrna speaks of himself in the first 
person. The overwhelming consensus, against which I shall push back, is that Quintus of 
Smyrna is constructing his persona as a continuation of the Homeric persona. And there 
are compelling reasons to see Homer in this passage. The interruption of the narrative to 
address the Muses recalls Homer’s invocation of Book Two of the Iliad (484-93). Homer 
calls upon the Muses to aid him in reciting the lengthy catalogue of ships. Quintus of 
Smyrna calls upon them in preparation for a catalogue of the warriors who entered the 
wooden horse. And Quintus of Smyrna replicates much of the language of Homer’s 
opening. Compare Homer (Il. 2.484-85)—  
Ἔσπετε νῦν µοι Μοῦσαι… 
ὑµεῖς γὰρ… 
 
Now tell me, Muses… 
for you… 
with Quintus of Smyrna (QS 12.306-08): 
Τούς µοι νῦν…Μοῦσαι, 
ἔσπεθ’… 
ὑµεῖς γὰρ… 
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Now tell me… 
Muses,  
for you… 
Quintus addresses the Muses and commands them to speak to him at that instant, all with 
the same formular vocabulary (Μοῦσαι, Ἔσπετε, νῦν, µοι), but with variation in their 
placement.  Like Homer, Quintus of Smyrna also offers a clause explaining the motive of 
his command, and introduced with the same two words in the same metrical position: 
ὑµεῖς γὰρ.109  
 But here his Homeric emulation ends, and after the opening of his explanatory 
clause, Quintus turns to Hesiod, modelling his remaining request on Hesiod’s famous 
encounter with the Muses, as described at Theogony 22-23: 
αἵ νύ ποθ’ Ἡσίοδον καλὴν ἐδίδαξαν ἀοιδήν,  
ἄρνας ποιµαίνονθ’ Ἑλικῶνος ὕπο ζαθέοιο. 
 
And once they taught Hesiod beautiful song, 
as he was pasturing the lambs beneath holy Helicon. 
 
Vian notes the similarity between QS. 12.308, 310 and these lines in Hesiod.110 The 
Muses put song in his breast as he was herding his flock, just as they did for Hesiod. 
Quintus of Smyrna makes sure to add individualism to his imitation, however. He says 
that they “placed” song in him, effacing the teacher-disciple relationship between the 																																																								
109 See Vian (1969: 101n1).  
110 Vian (1969: 101n1). 
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Muses and Hesiod (cf. ἐδίδαξαν, Hes. Th. 22). Quintus of Smyrna’s Muses place the 
“entire” song in him rather than “beautiful” song, a slight variation, while ἀοιδήν sits in 
the same metrical position.111 And Quintus of Smyrna uses a synonymous participle 
(νέµοντι) to replace Hesiod’s ποιµαίνονθ’.112 Despite slight changes, Quintus of Smyrna 
succeeds in depicting himself in the same way as Hesiod: the shepherd visited by the 
Muses while tending to his flocks. 
 Critics tend to overlook these pertinent details and focus instead solely on the 
Homericizing aspects of the passage. The mention of Smyrna offers a perfect example of 
this oversight. Bär makes the important observation that Quintus of Smyrna here “refers 
to the alleged birthplace of Homer.”113 Short of identifying himself as Homer, Silvio Bär 
argues, Quintus of Smyrna gives us “no reason to disbelieve the ‘Homeric’ authorship of 
the Posthomerica.”114 Mention of Smyrna, then, is supposed to remind the reader of 
Homer and to connect Homer’s project with Quintus of Smyrna’s: “the epic ‘I’’s 
assertion of being a native of Smyrna is in the first place to be read on a metapoetic level 
and bears little, if any, autobiographical value.”115 Bär does away with the biographical 
reading that Quintus came from Smyrna, arguing that Quintus’s engagement here with 
his poetic tradition is “poëtologisch,” and as such is one of rivalry, more traditionally 
speaking, aemulatio.116 Calum Maciver concurs, writing that a biographical reading 
																																																								
111 Bär (2007: 46). 
112 More on this crucial change in Chapter Five. 
113 Bär (2010: 292). 
114 Bär (2010: 292). 
115 Bär (2010: 288n5). 
116 Bär (2007: 46). 
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“makes a mockery of the sophistication, learning, and allusiveness of the piece.”117 But 
then Maciver’s Homerocentric interpretation of Quintus of Smyrna’s metaliterary 
discussion, like Bär’s, goes too far: 
The reference adds to the already inherent idea that we are to read Quintus as a 
second Homer. In fact, there is nothing in this passage which points away from 
Homer. Part of the conceit, in keeping with the nature of the rest of the poem, is 
that every piece of information in the poem could readily fit with the poet figure 
Homer himsef.118 
That critics pass over the Hesiodic allusions is odd, as they very much add to the 
sophistication, learning and allusiveness to the passage. Also, the way they regard 
Smyrna flattens Quintus of Smyrna’s point. First, it runs counter to Homer’s careful 
anonymity, for which he earns praise from Aristotle (Poet. 1460a5-7). And second, it is 
found in the position of the passage that alludes to Hesiod, not Homer. His mention of 
Smyrna, the place where he was pasturing sheep, while certainly significant to a Homeric 
biographical reading, is transposed into a phrase modeled on Hesiod’s detail of the locale 
of his divine encounter,  “Ἑλικῶνος ὕπο ζαθέοιο” (Hes. Th. 23). To subsume this all 
under the umbrella of a Homeric reading of Quintus of Smyrna is to miss a crucial 
element of the literary tradition which he signals in this highly conscious moment of self-
reflexivity. While his poetry may certainly seem Homeric, Quintus of Smyrna figures 
himself as a new Hesiod, which suggests that we are to read his poetry as informed by 
Hesiod. 																																																								
117 Maciver (2012a: 36). 
118 Maciver (2012a: 36). 
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 Quintus of Smyrna presents himself as a Hesiodic poet, just as we saw in Chapter 
One, at a point in the narrative precisely when he seems to mimic a Homeric practice. 
And yet he goes out of his way to present himself following in the footsteps of the 
Ascraean bard. This is not simply a virtuosic display of learning, nor just a nod to his 
tradition; Quintus of Smyrna incorporates elements of Hesiod’s style, and even associates 
his writing with what was traditionally believed to be Hesiod’s rhetorical register, the 
middle style. This identification is programmatic: not only does it highlight his affiliation 
with Hesiod (and, as we shall see, tie him closely to the character Nestor), but, as Richard 
Hunter has shown, the middle style was understood in antiquity to be what made 
Hesiod’s poetry paradigmatically distinct from Homer’s. And so, Quintus of Smyrna’s 
appeal to Hesiod is a way of distancing himself from Homer rather than equating himself 
with him. 
 This programmatic statement of Hesiodism is far-reaching and has thematic 
significance to the poem and our reading of the Posthomerica. When we examine the two 
other internal poets—Nestor in Book Four and the bard in Book Fourteen—we find that 
1) they re-present the Posthomerica between the two of them, and so may be understood 
as doubles for the poet Quintus of Smyrna, and 2) while their poetry may broadly be 
understood as Homeric in that they cover the Epic cycle, their presentation and the 
occasion of the performances are deeply Hesiodic. So, rather than think of the 
Posthomerica as a continuation of Homer, I advocate reading the poem as a presentation 
of the Trojan saga through a Hesiodic lens. 
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3.2 The Middle Style 
 Further examination of the last line of Quintus of Smyrna’s invocation hints at 
another link to Hesiod. He writes that he was pasturing sheep “on a mountain neither too 
humble nor excessively lofty” (QS 12.313). Neil Hopkinson has made the attractive 
suggestion that Quintus of Smyrna’s description is “programmatic, implying that the 
poem is written in a middle style that avoids extremes (χθαµαλός = humilis, ὑψόθι = 
sublimis).”119 This interpretation has been met with resistance by Alan James, who raises 
doubts about Hopkinson’s “purely symbolic interpretation,” writing, “Heroic poetry that 
seeks to be morally edifying belongs to the upper end of the poetic spectrum,”120 meaning 
Quintus of Smyrna’s poetry should embrace the “grand” or “lofty” rhetorical style. But 
James’ view does not reflect the ancients’ understanding of style. A great orator, 
according to Quintilian, must be able to adopt the appropriate register as the occasion 
requires, not simply stick to the plain or florid or grandiloquent manner for the entirety of 
his speech (12. 10.69-72).  
 Maciver sides with Hopkinson, considering the fact that Quintus of Smyrna is 
already displaying his allusivity in the passage. He writes that it is:  
very difficult to explain away the persuasive interpretation of Hopkinson:  
the multiple intertexts in the passage and its programmatic nature by rights  
of it being an in-proem give strength to the assumption that there is something 
beyond the literal in the line. What it is important to emphasize is that  																																																								
119 Hopkinson (1994: 106). See also his OCD entry s.v. “Quintus Smyrnaeus” (3rd 
Edition, 2003: 1291). 
120 James (2004: xviii). 
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Quintus cannot be undercutting the intrinsic value of his own poetry,  
which is something Hopkinson implies.121 
Hopkinson equates stylistic register with Quintus of Smyrna’s emulation of Homeric 
style: “Neither sublime nor pedestrian, Quintus bases his style on that of Homer while 
avoiding controversial words and metrical irregularities;” he adapts Homeric epithets and 
formulae “to produce modest innovation within traditional parameters.” To differentiate 
himself, he avoids “too much end-stopping” by means of one-word enjambments, “a 
rhythm uncommon in Homer,” as are his “gnomic asides” and “authorial 
generalisations.” He employs “contemporary rhetorical techniques” in his speeches and 
“set-piece descriptions,” showing “some, but not excessive learning.” All in all, Quintus 
of Smyrna’s programmatic statement of taking a middle road is a form of defining his 
poetry as Homeric with a twist, but never too far off the mark. As Hopkinson concludes, 
Quintus of Smyrna’s guiding principle is “µηδὲν ἄγαν.”122 
 Hopkinson seems to take an Aristotelian view toward the middle style, suggesting 
that the guiding principle is ‘nothing in excess,’ but this does not reflect ancient 
understandings of middle style. And while the rhetorical theorists do discuss Homer vis-
à-vis rhetorical style, his position is firmly set in the realm of the grand style, while “the 
palm of victory is given to Hesiod,” Quintilian writes, for championing the middle style. 
Considering the prevalence of Hesiod in this passage, it would seem all the more suitable 
to consider carefully the possibility that 1) Hopkinson is right that the line in Quintus of 
Smyrna is programmatic and refers to the middle style, and that b) he chose it because of 																																																								
121 Maciver (2012a: 36). 
122 Above discussion from Hopkinson (1994: 106-07). 
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its association with Hesiod, an association of which his contemporaries were acutely 
aware. 
 The ancient rhetorical theorists based their discussion of style in their appraisal of 
poetry, and so it is only natural that our discussion of style be linked to discussion of the 
reception of Homer and Hesiod with respect to their rhetorical styles. And what emerges 
from the record is the unanimous assignment of the two poets to two different rhetocial 
registers, Homer to the grand style, Hesiod to the middle. Quintilian considers Homer’s 
poetry the consummation of all rhetorical training: so full of tropes and figures, so varied 
it is, that Homer is sought out by those technical writers “who seek the greatest number 
of examples of these features” (10. 1. 50) for their treatises. Homer obviously stands 
unmatched among epic poets (10. 1. 51) and is given pride of place as the representative 
of the grand style. When Quintilian turns to Hesiod, it is clear that his assessment has 
Homer and the grand style as the basis for his comparison (10. 1. 52): 
 raro adsurgit Hesiodus magnaque pars eius in nominibus est occupata, 
 tamen utiles circa praecepta sententiae, levitasque verborum et  
 compositionis probabilis, daturque ei palma in illo medio genere 
 dicendi. 
 
 Rarely does Hesiod rise to the heights, and the greater part of his work 
 is concerned with names; nevertheless his gnomai are useful to his 
 philosophic principles, and the smoothness of his words and arrangement 
 is praiseworthy, and so to him is given the palm in that middle style of 
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 speaking. 
 
This passage brings to light several key points. First, Quintilian gives a critique of 
Hesiod’s work, that it “rarely reaches to such heights,” a phrase which, Richard Hunter 
writes, “is in explicit contrast to Homer…and it is this contrast which…was the most 
important element in ancient views of Hesiod’s style.”123 The “heights” refer of course to 
Homer’s exalted status as the poet par excellence of the lofty style, a point made 
implicitly by Quintilian’s awarding Hesiod the palm for the middle style. Unlike 
Hopkinson, who believes that Quintus of Smyrna’s adopting of the middle style marks 
his modest emulation of Homer, I am suggesting that it is a programmatic statement, 
contrasting his “Hesiodic” manner with his “Homeric” one.  
 This being the case, it is necessary to consider what constitutes the middle style 
and how it relates to ancient assessments of Hesiod’s style. The “middle” or “florid” 
(floridum, ἀνθηρόν) style’s purpose is to please (delectare) or conciliate (conciliare),124 
and its pincipal characteristic is smoothness.125 According to Quintilian (12. 10. 60):  
 medius hic modus et tralationibus crebrior et figuris erit iucundior; 
 egressionibus amoenus, compositione aptus, sententiis dulcis, lenior  
 tamquam amnis et lucidus quidem sed virentibus utrimque ripis inumbratus. 
 
 This middle style will be thicker with metaphors and more pleasant 
 with figures, pretty with digressions, fitted in composition, sweet with 																																																								
123 Hunter (2009: 254). 
124 See Quintilian (12. 10. 59); Cic. Orator 69. 
125 lenitas (Quintilian 12. 10. 59), levis (Cic. Orator 20). 
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 gnomai, smoother like a river and clear indeed but covered in shade  
 and verdant banks on both sides. 
Note Quintilian’s adjectives: more pleasing (iucundior), pleasant (amoenus), fitting 
(aptus), sweet (dulcis), smoother (lenior). There is the overwhelming sense that the 
deployment of different figures is meant to bring enjoyment to the listener, or at least to 
appease him through the pleasantness of its construction, as if one were sitting in the 
shade on the banks of a clear-flowing river. 
 It comes as no surprise that Quintilian’s description of the middle style aligns 
closely with his appraisal of Hesiod’s style: praiseworthy is the “smoothness” (lenitas) of 
his words and arrangement, useful his gnomai, an element which, Quintilian says, makes 
an orator’s style “sweet” (dulcis).  
 Quintilian is not alone in all but equating his assessment of the middle style with 
his evaluation of Hesiod’s poetry. Dionysius of Halicarnassus makes Hesiod the epic 
example126 of the γλαφυρὰ σύνθεσις, the “smooth style,” characterized by the “smoothest 
and softest of words,”127 which cause euphony, musicality, and ultimately pleasure,128 the 
flow of which words “becomes lively and rapid, like streams running downhill with 
nothing hindering them (ἐπιτρόχαλος δή τις γίνεται καὶ καταφερὴς ἡ ῥύσις τῆς λέξεως, 
ὥσπερ κατὰ πρανοῦς φερόµενα χωρίου νάµατα µηδενὸς αὐτοῖς ἀντικρούοντος, Dem. 
40.43-46).”129  																																																								
126 See Dem. 40. 65, De Comp. 23. 45. 
127 See De Comp. 23. 16-17, where he also calls it melodious, smooth, soft, and maidenly. 
128 τὸ ἡδύ, Dem. 40. 1. 
129 Dem. 40. 43-46. Text is that of Radermacher and Usener. See also Dion. De Comp. 
23.9-10 for a similar simile of flowing water. 
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 Accordingly, Dionysius’s evaluation of Hesiod echoes much of the same values 
assigned by him to the middle style (De Imit. 31. 2. 2): 
 Ἡσίοδος µὲν γὰρ ἐφρόντισεν ἡδονῆς δι’ ὀνοµάτων λειότητος καὶ  
 συνθέσεως ἐµµελοῦς. 
 
 For Hesiod was concerned with pleasure through the softness of words 
 and musicality of his composition. 
Not only do we see the same elements of pleasure (τὸ ἡδύ), but also a concern for the 
“softness” of words (λειότης) in his description of both the smooth style and Hesiod’s 
poetry.130 Clearly Hesiod’s poetry and discussion of the middle style, of which he is the 
decided champion, are meant to reinforce one another. 
 If we turn to Hesiod’s poetry, we find that much of the vocabulary used by the 
rheotrical theorists have a basis in the texts. Richard Hunter has attractively noticed that 
the words of the grammarians to describe his style are also found in Hesiod’s poery 
describing the Muses. Description at the beginning of the Catalogue and the end of the 
Theogony of the Muses as “of sweet words” (ἡδυέπειαι), from whose mouths “flows 
untiring sweet speech,” mimics the pleasure derived from the river-like flowing of their 
sweet words. Hesiod himself calls his song “clear” (Op. 659) and “beautiful” (Th. 22). 
“Any ancient, rhetorically-minded reader,” Hunter writes, “would have seen here specific 
stylistic claims about the nature of Hesiod’s poetry, not merely a vague advertisement of 
																																																								
130 See Cicero’s description of the middle style as being one of suavitas (Orator 69). 
	 109	
	
quality.”131 Moreover, as we have already discussed, Hesiod’s just kings and singers, 
darlings of the Muses, are given the gift of sweet-flowing speech, whose words have the 
effect of calming the afflictions of their listeneres—angry crowds in the assembly, and 
men hampered by new cares. Hunter suggests that, “to a later audience brought up with 
the stylistic divisions of rhetorical theory, it would not have been unnatural to conclude 
that Hesiod made the utterances of just kings and poets, most notably Hesiod himself of 
course, examples of the middle or γλαφυρόν or ἀνθηρόν style,”132 and he concludes that 
Hesiod’s assignation to the middle style “appears to be not merely the inevitable result of 
the fact that he had to be different from Homer, but may also arise from a ‘programmatic’ 
interpretation of Hesiod’s own verses.”133 That is to say, stylistic appraisals of Hesiod are 
a result not only of a desire among later readers to differentiate Hesiod from Homer, but 
also of ancient rhetorical readings of Hesiod’s poetry, especially of passages which 
reflect on the nature of poetry. Why, then, does Quintus of Smyrna, who so obviously 
imitates Homer in most regards, at crucial junctures in the Posthomerica deliberately 
draw parallels between himself, Hesiod, and the middle style? 
 Other ancient discussions of rhetorical style and of Homer will show that, in fact, 
Quintus of Smyrna means to distance himself further from Homer via his internal poets, 
who are more closely associated with Hesiod. Cicero in the Brutus writes that Homer 
“would not have attributed such praise in speaking to Ulysses and Nestor—the first of 
whom he wanted to have force, the second charm—unless even then the honor of 																																																								
131 Hunter (2009: 255). 
132 Hunter (2009: 256). 
133 Hunter (2009: 256). 
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eloquence had already existed” (Neque…tantum laudis in dicendo Ulixi tribuisset 
Homerus et Nestori, nisi iam tum esset honos eloquentiae, Brutus 40). Quintilian, in his 
description of the three styles, associates Menelaus with the plain style, Nestor with the 
middle, and Odysseus with the grand style. “He [i.e. Homer] said,” writes Quintilian, 
“that from Nestor’s mouth flowed forth speech sweeter than honey; clearly nothing 
greater than this pleasure can be imagined” (et ex ore Nestoris dixit dulciorem melle 
profluere sermonem, qua certe delectatione nihil fingi maius potest, 12. 10. 64).134 
Cicero’s mention of Nestor’s suavitas and Quintilian’s mention of his delectatio firmly 
place him within the realm of the middle style, whose epic champion is Hesiod. It 
follows, however, that these two Roman authors understood Odysseus to be Homer’s 
mythical counterpart, since both Odysseus and Homer represent the pinnacle of the grand 
style. And it is not difficult to see why, since Homer says in the Iliad 135 that (Il. 3.221-
23): 
ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ ὄπα τε µεγάλην ἐκ στήθεος εἵη 
καὶ ἔπεα νιφάδεσσιν ἐοικότα χειµερίῃσιν, 
οὐκ ἂν ἔπειτ’ Ὀδυσῆΐ γ’ ἐρίσσειε βροτὸς ἄλλος. 
 
When indeed he [i.e. Odysseus] let forth the mighty voice from his chest 
and words like the winter snows,  																																																								
134 Quintilian is, of course, translating Homer: τοῦ καὶ ἀπὸ γλώσσης µέλιτος γλυκίων 
ῥέεν αὐδή Il. 1. 249. It should be noted that the scholia to this passage in Homer state that 
Nestor’s speech is “soothing and capable of quelling anger” (προσηνὲς καὶ καταστέλλειν 
ὀργὴν δυνάµενον); for discussion of which, see Hunter (2009: 254). 
135 And Quintilian translates portions of the following passage as well (12. 10. 64-65). 
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then no mortal man would contend with Odysseus. 
And in the Odyssey, the narrator compares Odysseus to a poet and for large portions of 
the poem has him become the narrator of the story (Od. 9-12), then retells them in Book 
Twenty-three in oratio obliqua (Od. 23.306-43). Odysseus becomes a double for the poet. 
 It is thus quite peculiar that Quintus makes Nestor an internal poet in the 
Posthomerica, if we are operating under the assumption that the poem is meant to be 
primarily Homeric. Recall Quintus of Smyrna’s description of Nestor, and how it closely 
resembles Homer’s description of Odysseus: “and no other of the Achaeans would 
contend (ἐριδµαίνεσκεν ~ ἐρίσσειε) / with that man, whenever there occurred a war of 
words in the agora;/ even the son of Laertes, famed for his words, yielded to him in the 
assembly” (QS 4. 123-26). According to Quintus of Smyrna, even Odysseus must cede to 
the authority of Nestor. One might see in this passage a programmatic statement, that the 
force of Odysseus and Homer must bow to the pleasure and conciliatory nature of Nestor 
and Hesiod/Quintus of Smyrna. The fact that both the external and internal poets of the 
Posthomerica share such a strong connection by virtue of their Hesiodic characterizations 
and their common rhetorical style, naturally opens them up to comparison with one 
another. 
 Maciver in his examination of gnomai in the Posthomerica has argued in support 
of seeing Nestor as a double for Quintus. Of the 132 gnomai in the Posthomerica, thirty-
three are spoken by Quintus of Smyrna (far exceeding the three spoken by the narrator of 
the Iliad, or the two spoken by the narrator of the Odyssey), the most spoken by any one 
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contingent identity in the poem.136 Besides Quintus of Smyrna, Nestor receives nineteen 
gnomai, the most of any character in the Posthomerica.137 Much of the poem’s “moral 
flavour” and sense of “didacticism”138 therefore flows from the lips of Quintus of Smyrna 
himself and Nestor. Maciver writes,  
 Nestor, with his Homeric reputation and wisdom and as a carrier of moral  
 advice, is a suitable secondary narrator to evoke comparison with the  
 primary narrator: the gnomai spoken by both narrators echo and interact,  
 reflect and refract upon each other, and transfer from their textual, gnomai- 
 related level to meta-literary levels, as the reader reads Nestor the poet  
 figure.139  
While I agree with Maciver that Nestor serves as an internal voice for Quintus of Smyrna, 
I would not say that the moral tenor of the work nor the gnomic material indicates a type 
of hyper emulation of a Homeric feature.140 Rather, as we have seen, gnomai and ethics 
are singled out by Quintilian as praiseworthy features of Hesiod’s poetry, and gnomai in 
particular are mentioned as a sweet element of the middle style. Nevertheless, the fact 
remains that Quintus of Smyrna’s portrayal of Nestor the poet figure makes him 
particularly apt for comparison with the external narrator. 
 For an analysis of the poem’s narrator and poetic orientation, we need to consider 
Quintus of Smyrna’s portrayal of the anonymous bard as well, who sings a paean to the 																																																								
136 Maciver (2012a: 92). 
137 Maciver (2012a: 93). 
138 Maciver (2012a: 92). 
139 Maciver (2012a: 103). 
140 See Maciver (2012a: 123). 
	 113	
	
victorious Achaeans after the fall of the Trojans (QS 14.121-41), for not only does he 
recapitulate both Nestor’s and Quintus’s poetry, but the Hesiodic resonance in this 
passage is unmistakable. As a prelude to his song, the narrator describes how the 
Achaeans, having defeated the Trojans (Book Thirteen) and divvied up the spoils (14.3-
70), spend the day in feasting, sacrifice and song (QS 14.85-119), celebrating the “end of 
the mighty war” (πολέµοιο µακροῦ τέλος, QS 14.117). At this point a “knowledgable” 
(ἐπιστάµενος, 14.120) singer rises among them. After a small break in the text141 it 
resumes mid-sentence with the following explanatory clause (QS 14.122-24):  
     οὐ γὰρ ἔτ’ αὐτοῖς 
 δεῖµα πέλεν πολέµοιο δυσηχέος, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ ἔργα 
 εὐνοµίης ἐτρέποντο καὶ εὐφροσύνης ἐρατεινῆς. 
 
for no longer was there 
 for them a fear of grievous war, but they were 
 turning to the works of Good-governance and lovely Good-cheer. 
Vian translates this word as la paix, but Quintus of Smyrna is well aware of the term 
εἰρήνη and uses it three times in the Posthomerica (QS 9.109, 10.379, 5.44). Moreover, 
he could have used εἰρήνης in the same position of the line instead of εὐνοµίης, and it 
would have fit metrically without any need to make adjustments. The use here of εὐνοµίη 
is therefore deliberate and well-chosen. While the word appears in Homer and other 
archaic poets, its most prominent reference from the period is in the Theogony, where 																																																								
141 A lacuna of about one verse exists here, for which, see Vian (1969). 
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Hesiod turns her into a deified abstraction, the first of three daughters born to Zeus and 
Themis (Th. 902) after the long war against the Titans and Typhoeus. Good-governance, 
thus, is the by-product of a hard-fought struggle with the enemy.142 The Argives in 
Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica, similarly, have just completed a ten-year struggle 
with the Trojans, and so, in Zeus-like fashion (via Hesiod’s Theogony), they have turned 
their minds to the matter of good-governance. The occasion of the anonymous bard’s 
song, therefore, occurs right at the end of Iliadic war and the beginning of Theogonic 
peace, and is celebrated with a re-telling of the Posthomerica. 
 Both internal poets mirror the poet Quintus’s Posthomerica in that they both 
cover the same narrative ground as he does, and both bring the narrative ad tempora sua. 
Nestor, for example, tells how Achilles choked the river Xanthus with the blood and 
corpses of the Trojans (QS 4.156-58), echoing Achilles’ own words in Book One (QS 
1.589-90). He also sings of Achilles’ defeat of Hector and Penthesilea (QS 4.160); the 
former is mentioned in the first line of the Posthomerica, and the latter takes up the 
entirety of Book One. The last exploit Nestor mentions is Achilles’ slaughter of Memnon 
(QS 4.160) that takes up Book Two. Nestor’s words recapitulate the narrator of the poem 
up to the time of his song.  
 The anonymous bard touches on much of the same material mentioned above as 
well: Achilles’ slaying of Hector (QS 14.133), Penthesilea (QS 14.134) and Memnon (QS 
14.134-35). In addition, he mentions other noteworthy events that unfold in the 
Posthomerica: Ajax’s killing of Glaukos (QS 14.135-36) which occurs at QS 3.278-79; 																																																								
142 Cf. Rosati (2009), Scully (2015). 
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Neoptolemus’s slaying of Eurypylus (QS 14.136-37), the central episode of the 
Posthomerica (Books Four through Eight); Paris’s death at the hands of Philoctetes and 
his poisonous arrows (QS 14.138), which occurs in Book Ten (QS 10.231-41); the 
catalogue of heroes who entered the wooden horse (QS 14.139), recounted by Quintus of 
Smyrna after his invocation (QS 12.314-35); and he finishes with the Achaeans’ 
destruction of Troy (QS 14.140), the episode which takes up Book Thirteen. Finally, he 
describes the Achaeans and “how they were feasting, far from evil battles” (ὥς 
τε…/…δαίνυντο κακῶν ἀπὸ νόσφι κυδοιµῶν, QS 14.140-41). Essentially, the singer 
brings his audience up to the minute of his story. Quintus of Smyrna has his two internal 
poets re-tell and re-frame the entire Posthomerica. 
 The two internal singers also mimic Quintus of Smyrna’s style. Nestor tells how 
Achilles slew Eetion “in the flatlands of Thebe” (Θήβης ἐν δαπέδοισι, QS 4.153), a use 
of hysteron proteron which exactly parallels Quintus of Smyrna’s description of his own 
youth spent pasturing flocks “in the flatlands of Smyrna” (Σµύρνης ἐν δαπέδοισι, QS 
12.310), in the same metrical position as well. Nestor uses the same diction as Quintus of 
Smyrna to describe Achilles’ “domination” of Hector (ἐδάµασσε, QS 4.160 ~ δάµη, QS 
1.1). Nestor’s use of periphrasis in his account of Memnon’s death (υἱ<έ>α δῖον 
ἐυθρόνου Ἠριγενείης, QS 4.160-61) corresponds to Quintus of Smyrna’s own phrasing 
when he narrates that episode (υῖέα…ἐυθρόνου Ἠριγενείης, QS 2.592). And just as 
Quintus of Smyrna has a propensity to utilize katalogos, so too do Nestor and the bard 
catalogue the many exploits of Achilles (QS 4.150-61, QS 14.127-35). Their poetry 
reverberates with the language and phrasing of the Posthomerica. 
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3.3 Hesiodic Themes 
 It would be merely an example of virtuosity if Quintus of Smyrna went through 
such pains to show that he and his internal poets were Hesiodic in name alone, but in fact, 
I argue that the Hesiodic voice is thematically important to the conclusion of the 
Posthomerica. Hesiod famously writes in the Theogony that the Muses and their gifts 
cause “forgetfulness and an ending of evil cares” (λησµοσύνην τε κακῶν ἄµπαυµά τε 
µερµηράων, Th. 55). Forgetfulness proves necessary in order for Helen and Menelaus to 
reconcile their marriage.143 Immediately following the anonymous bard’s song, Quintus 
of Smyrna turns to the infamous couple as they retire to bed. Helen asks Menelaus not to 
bear anger for her any longer, “and I beg you to forget your hateful displeasure on 
account of me” (λίσσοµαι ἀµφ’ ἐµέθεν στυγερῆς λελαθέσθαι ἀνίης, QS 14.164). 
Menelaus responds (QS 14.166-68): 
 Μηκέτι νῦν µέµνησ’ ἅ τ’ ἐπάσχοµεν ἄλγεα θυµῷ· 
 ἀλλὰ τὰ µέν που πάντα µέλας δόµος ἐντὸς ἐέργοι 
 Λήθης· οὐ γὰρ ἔοικε κακῶν µεµνῆσθαι ἔτ’ ἔργων. 
 
 No more remember now all the pains we have suffered at heart; 
 but may the black house of Forgetfulness keep them  
 all out, for it is not becoming still to remember the evil deeds. 
 
The two then embrace, having let go of the ills of the recent past, and they “recalled in 																																																								
143 On the importance in the Odyssey of forgetfulness for the sake of a restoration of 
political order, see Scully (2015: 48-49).  
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their hearts their marriage” (σφῳτέρου κατὰ θυµὸν ἀνεµνήσατο γάµοιο, QS 14.174). 
Unlike Homer’s depiction of this couple in the Odyssey (Book Four), who seem unable to 
forget their troubled past even with the help of powerful mind-erasing drugs, Helen and 
Menelaus in the Posthomerica are able to embrace each other once more because they 
can embrace the concept of letting go through forgetting.  
 Moreover, the Achaeans’ transition from the works of war to the works of 
Εὐνοµίη mirrors a similar contrast seen back in Book Five in Quintus of Smyrna’s 
ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield. He moves rather abruptly from war to peace in his 
description (QS 5.43-44): 
 καὶ τὰ µὲν ἂρ πολέµοιο τεράατα πάντα τέτυκτο· 
 εἰρήνης δ’ ἀπάνευθεν ἔσαν περικαλλέα ἔργα. 
 
 And these were all the symbols of war fashioned (on the shield); 
 but far from these were the lovely works of Peace. 
He then proceeds to describe cities of Εἰρήνη administered with Justice (Δίκη). In similar 
fashion, the Achaeans in Book Fourteen have made the immediate and jarring transition 
from grievous war to Εὐνοµίη, and thus represent a fulfillment of the ideals forged on the 
shield of Achilles.144  
 Lastly, we get a moment of didacticism later that night after Helen and Menelaus 
go to bed. On the eve before the Greeks embark on their disastrous Returns, the shade of 																																																								
144 It should be noted that between these two passages we get the completion of the three 
daughters of Zeus and Themis: Good-governance (Εὐνοµίη), Justice (Δίκη) and Peace 
(Εἰρήνη), Hes. Th. 902.  
	 118	
	
Achilles visits Neoptolemus and delivers the following speech (QS 14.189-200): 
 Αἰεὶ δ’ Ἀργείων πρόµος ἵστασο µηδενὶ εἴκων 
 ἠνορέῃ· ἀγορῇ δὲ παλαιοτέροισι βροτοῖσι     190 
 πείθεο· καί νύ σε πάντες ἐύφρονα µυθήσονται. 
 Τῖε δ’ ἀµύµονας ἄνδρας ὅσοις νόος ἔµπεδός ἐστιν· 
 ἐσθλῷ γὰρ φίλος ἐσθλὸς ἀνήρ, χαλεπῷ δ’ ἀλεγεινός. 
 Ἢν δ’ ἀγαθὰ φρονέῃς, ἀγαθῶν καὶ τεύξεαι ἔργων.  
 Κεῖνος δ’ οὔ ποτ’ ἀνὴρ Ἀρετῆς ἐπὶ τέρµαθ’ ἵκανεν    195 
 ᾧ τινι µὴ νόος ἐστὶν ἐναίσιµος· οὕνεκ’ ἄρ’ αὐτῆς 
 πρέµνον δύσβατόν ἐστι, µακροὶ δέ οἱ ἄχρις ἐπ’ αἴθρῃ 
 ὄζοι ἀνηέξη<ν>θ’· ὁπόσοισι δὲ κάρτος ὀπηδεῖ 
 καὶ πόνος, ἐκ καµάτου πολυγηθέα καρπὸν ἀµῶνται 
 εἰς Ἀρετῆς ἀναβάντες ἐυστεφάνου κλυτὸν ἔρνος.    200 
 
 Always stand first among the Argives, yielding in battle-prowess 
 to none, but in the agora be persuaded by men who are   190 
 senior, and then all will call you sage. 
 Honor noble men, all who are of sound mind; 
 for dear is a noble man to a noble man, but painful to the scoundrel. 
 If you think good thoughts, you will accomplish good deeds. 
 Never will that man reach the treetop of Arete,    195 
 who has not a righteous mind, for its trunk 
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 is difficult to climb: its branches grow long 
 into the sky. But all to whom go power 
 and labor, out of toil they reap the gleeful fruit, 
 acceding to the famed scion of well-wreathed Arete.   200 
Scholars have noted the correspondences, both verbal and thematic, between Achilles’ 
description of the tree of Arete and the mountain of Arete from the shield ekphrasis of 
Book Five. Both allegories involve arduous paths to a personified Arete, with trees 
reaching skyward, and both stress the importance of ponos, labor.145 What has not been 
fully appreciated, however, is how much emphasis Achilles puts on training the mind.146 
Especially noteworthy is Achilles’ instruction that Neoptolemus “be persuaded” (πείθεο) 
in the assembly by men who are “senior” (παλαιοτέροισι) and “of sound mind” (νόος 
ἔµπεδός). Achilles’ focus on exercising one’s own mind and listening to the wisdom of 
others, of which Nestor is the primary example, evokes Hesiod’s statement of Op. 293-
97. That Nestor’s advice is heeded in the agora draws a direct parallel with kings in the 
Theogony, who can quell the crowd in the assembly through their soft-spoken advice, as 
opposed to Nestor’s characterization in the Iliad, where his attempt to use honey-flowing 
speech to calm the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles fails to be effective.147  
 That several Hesiodic themes are required to bring closure to the Posthomerica is 
testament to fact that Quintus of Smyrna is more than simply a Homeric emulator. This 
must be why he portrays himself and his internal singers as Hesiodic bards performing 																																																								
145 See Kakrides (1962: 54), Bassett (1925), Byre (1982: 188-89), Maciver (2007: 274; 
2012a: 79-81). 
146 Although, see Vian (1969: 161-62).  
147 See Christensen (2009) and Segal (1973). 
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Homeric songs. His further association with Hesiod’s rhetorical register solidifies the 
notion that he in fact wishes to distinguish himself and his poetic enterprise from Homer 
and his. Thus, rather than see Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica as a hackneyed 
imitation of Homer, I suggest that, given his rhetorical posturing, and the deeply 
pervasive themes of Hesiod that run through the work, we should envision the 
Posthomerica as a re-shaping of the Trojan saga through the stylus of Hesiod. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: QUINTUS OF SMYRNA IN LIGHT OF HESIODIC 
RECEPTION 	
4.1 Quintus of Smyrna’s Hesiod 
The main contention of this dissertation rests on the notion that, although his epithet 
‘Smrynaeus’ admits of a deep connection to Homer, Quintus of Smyrna uses Hesiod as a 
creative force to critique or counter Homer’s vision of ethics and ideology, and even 
impersonates Hesiod in his invocation to the Muses in order to align himself stylistically 
with the Ascraean bard. Homer, it seems, is insufficient for Quintus of Smyrna’s poetic 
project, even ill-suited, when it comes to matters of ethics, characterization, and style. 
But does this notion of the agonistic relationship between Homer and Hesiod reflect the 
Greco-Roman response to Hesiod?  
Perhaps the greatest example of Homeric criticism that pits Hesiod against him is 
the Hadrianic revival of Alcidamas’s Contest of Homer and Hesiod. This re-hashing of 
the sophist’s fourth century BCE original captures the spirit of poetic justice against 
Homeric literary tastes, to be perpetrated later by Callimachus and his circle of scholar-
poets. Despite Homer’s unanimous praise from the demos, the presiding King Panedes 
crowns Hesiod the victor on moralistic grounds: the poet of war and violence must give 
way to the poet of peace and farming, he declares.148 And, as one scholar suggests, the 
victory may also be a stylistic one.149 Be that as it may, what is clear from the Certamen 
																																																								148	On the Certamen, see especially Bassino (2019), Koning (2010) and bibliographies 
therein. On the dating of the Certamen to the time of Hadrian, see Bassino (2019: 115), 
Uden (2010); to the Antonine period, see OCD s.v. ‘Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi.’  
149 Hunter (2009, 2014), discussed below. 
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is that the literary aesthetics of the Alexandrian authors, whereby Hesiod is preferred over 
Homer on multiple fronts, is alive and well in Quintus of Smyrna’s time.150 
 Quintus of Smyrna’s adoption of a more “pedestrian” Muse and his identification 
with Hesiod through the divine investiture scene appears to ally him with Callimachus’s 
poetic sensibility, best exemplified in his Aetia, in which Callimachus establishes Hesiod 
as the alternative to Homer. And so, rather than think of Quintus of Smyrna as a faithful 
servant walking in the shadows of Homer, he emerges as an author who looks back on his 
tradition while forging ahead with his own poetic agenda through his appeal to Hesiod. In 
this chapter I shall argue that Quintus of Smyrna’s use of Hesiod aligns with the 
Alexandrian tradition of Homeric criticism,151 in which poets like Callimachus 
undermine the heavy, long, martial material of Homer for the sake of the supple, sweet, 
and peace-loving verses of Hesiod. 
 This is the first in-depth study that attempts to interpret Quintus of Smyrna’s 
Posthomerica within the context of Hesiod’s reception; likewise, it is the first time that 
Quintus of Smyrna figures in any scholarly treatment of Hesiod’s reception. Richard 
Hunter makes no mention of Quintus of Smyrna in Hesiodic Voices,152 nor does Helen 
Van Noorden in Playing Hesiod.153 Lilah Grace Canevaro makes passing reference to 
																																																								
150 On the Certamen’s reception in the period of the Second Sophistic and in Late 
Antiquity, see Bassino (2019: 10-33), Koning (2010: 239-68). 
151 ‘Criticism’ not strictly in the sense of the scholarly work of Zenodotus and 
Aristarchus, but they are part of an important movement in the 3rd century BCE that sees 
Homer’s texts being critiqued, edited, and compared to the works of Hesiod. More on this 
below. 
152 Hunter (2014). 
153 Van Noorden (2015). 
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him in her treatment, but there he is relegated to a footnote.154 Stephen Scully is the first 
scholar to deem Quintus of Smyrna worthy of a full sentence in the body text of his study 
of the reception of Hesiod’s Theogony. Referring to Quintus of Smyrna’s invocation to 
the Muses, Scully writes, “even this allusion to Hesiod is indirect, as it is filtered through 
Callimachus’s imitation of the Hesiodic scene.”155 My study of the Posthomerica has 
shown, however, that Quintus of Smyrna’s engagement of Hesiod is direct and pervasive. 
Nevertheless, the question of a “Callimachean filter” is an important one, and will be 
treated in the final chapter.  
 In Section Two, I survey allusions to Hesiod ranging from Aristophanes to Greek 
epitaphs from the Roman period, to illustrate that the dominant image of Hesiod is that of 
the peace-loving farmer poet, confirmed by Quintus of Smyrna’s allusion to him in his 
ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield. Section Three posits that Quintus of Smyrna’s reading of 
Hesiod’s steep paths of Arete and Kakotes (Hes. Op. 286-92) and the very best man (Hes. 
Op. 293-97) reflects the fact that in antiquity, as early as Plato and as late as the Second 
Sophistic, these passages were coopted by the philosophers to advocate for a 
contemplative life that serves the community. Finally, in Section Four I put forth the 
suggestion that Quintus of Smyrna’s knack for word-play, specifically etymological and 
sound play, might help unlock the ancients’ description of Hesiod’s style as “sweet.”  
 
																																																								
154 Canevaro (2015: 8n3). 
155 Scully (2015: 157-58). 
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4.2 Peaceful Hesiod 
When in his ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield Quintus of Smyrna replaces Homer’s city at 
peace with images of just cities and arete from Hesiod’s Works and Days, he is tapping 
into a long tradition of viewing Hesiod, with his concern for peace which is coextensive 
with an agrarian life, as the counterpoint to Homer’s penchant for violence and war.156 
Aeschylus in Aristophanes’ Frogs gives a lecture on the social responsibility of poets to 
write poetry that is good for their citizenry. In his catalogue of four “noble poets” (τῶν 
ποιητῶν οἱ γενναῖοι), he ends with the contributions of Hesiod and Homer (Ar. Ran. 
1030-36): 
 ταῦτα γὰρ ἄνδρας χρὴ ποιητὰς ἀσκεῖν. σκέψαι γὰρ ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς  1030 
 ὡς ὠφέλιµοι τῶν ποιητῶν οἱ γενναῖοι γεγένηνται. 
 Ὀρφεὺς µὲν γὰρ τελετάς θ’ ἡµῖν κατέδειξε φόνων τ’ ἀπέχεσθαι, 
 Μουσαῖος δ’ ἐξακέσεις τε νόσων καὶ χρησµούς, Ἡσίοδος δὲ 
 γῆς ἐργασίας, καρπῶν ὥρας, ἀρότους· ὁ δὲ θεῖος Ὅµηρος 
 ἀπὸ τοῦ τιµὴν καὶ κλέος ἔσχεν πλὴν τοῦδ’, ὅτι χρήστ’ ἐδίδαξεν,   1035 
 τάξεις, ἀρετάς, ὁπλίσεις ἀνδρῶν;157 
 
For these are the things poets ought to train men in. Examine  1030 
from the beginning how helpful the noble poets have been: 
Orpheus unveiled the rites to us and to abstain from murder; 
Musaeus, cures for diseases and oracles; Hesiod, 																																																								
156 See Koning (2010), Chp. 8. 
157 Text is that of Wilson. 
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agriculture, the seasons for crops, ploughings; and from what 
did godlike Homer get honor and fame except that he taught us  1035 
useful things—battle lines, virtues, the weaponry of men? 
The ethical edge to Aeschylus’s argument is important here. Unlike his opposite number 
Euripides, whose poetry, Aeschylus claims, has turned upstanding citizens into “city-
shirkers, delinquents, punks and villains” (Ar. Ran. 1014-16), poets ought to be 
“beneficial” (ὠφέλιµοι) to their fellow citizens in the training of men (ἄνδρας ἀσκεῖν).158 
Within that vein, Hesiod is beneficial to the city because of his poetry on farming 
(Aeschylus’s focus being exclusively on Hesiod’s Works and Days), whereas Homer is 
godlike for his poetry on matters of war and virtue (focusing, one supposes, on the Iliad). 
Hesiod’s agricultural poetry becomes the poetry of peace, when juxtaposed with the 
poems of the great war poet. Quintus of Smyrna’s employment of Hesiodic images of 
peace and justice not only reflects a tradition of viewing Hesiod as a farmer-poet, but also 
carries with it the ethical freight of a poet advocating a peaceful life administered by 
“straight judgements” (cf. Op. 9-10, 225-26; Th. 86, ) in contrast to Homer’s hardy, 
martial material. We may note that virtue (ἀρετή), thought by Aeschylus to be one of 
Homer’s lessons, is also provided for by Hesiod in Quintus of Smyrna’s depiction of the 
Mountain of Arete. There is an effort on the part of Quintus of Smyrna to paint, as it 
																																																								
158 Jeffrey Henderson writes, “Throughout the contest the poet’s didactic function is 
understood, as in Hesiod, as embracing both information (for guidance) and inspiration 
(to right action), so that Aeschylus’s depiction of “the tactics, virtues, and weaponry” of 
heroes inspired the Athenians of his day to be great fighters, while Euripides’s emphasis 
on mundane matters (οἰκεῖα πράγµατα, 959) has turned his contemporaries into duty-
shirking pettifoggers and rascals” (2018: 307). 
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were, a picture of Hesiodic peace, justice and virtue over and on top of Homer’s original 
notion of a city at peace.159 
 It must have come as a big surprise to the Athenian audience when Aristophanes, 
the peace-loving comic poet, had Aeschylus (Homer’s tragic counterpart) crowned the 
victor over Euripides in the underworld agon of Frogs,160 but in the Hellenistic period 
Homer must play second fiddle to Hesiod. In the similar agonistic setting of the 
Hadrianic Contest of Homer and Hesiod, an earlier version of which may be attributed to 
the 4th c. BCE author Alcidamas,161 the two epic poets are pitted against one another at 
the funeral games for Amphidamas, a contest from which, according to Hesiod himself, 
he came away the victor (Op. 654-57). Throughout the contest, Homer succeeds at every 
riddle and paradox that Hesiod gives him (Cert. 82-175), and he is the bard favored by 
the audience (Cert. 90-91, 176-77), but King Panedes bids each poet to recite the “most 
beautiful” (κάλλιστον, Cert. 178) passage from his own poetry. It is here that the 
thematic contrast between the two—Homer the war poet, Hesiod the poet of peace and 
farming—could not be made more obvious. Hesiod goes first (Cert. 180-89) and recites 
the iconic passage from Works and Days (Op. 383-92) that begins the “works” portion of 
the poem: 
 Πληιάδων Ἀτλαγενέων ἐπιτελλοµενάων     180 																																																								
159 This is not the opinion of Aristophanes’ Aeschylus. It is clear from the fact that all 
three of the prior poets in the catalogue share one verb, whereas “divine” Homer receives 
a verb all his own, in an abundant clause that extends across an enjambment. This is not a 
surprise, coming from the militaristic tragic poet who boasts to have created men worthy 
of a Salamis or Platea (Ar. Ran. 1025-27). 
160 On the unexpected result of the agon and its historical significance, see Henderson 
(2018).   
161 Bassino (2019: 115). 
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 ἄρχεσθ’ ἀµήτου, ἀρότοιό τε δυσοµενάων· 
 αἳ δή τοι νύκτας τε καὶ ἤµατα τεσσαράκοντα 
 κεκρύφαται, αὖτις δὲ περιπλοµένου ἐνιαυτοῦ 
 φαίνονται, τὰ πρῶτα χαρασσοµένοιο σιδήρου. 
 οὗτός τοι πεδίων πέλεται νόµος, οἵ τε θαλάσσης    185 
 ἐγγύθι ναιετάουσ’, οἵ τ’ ἄγκεα βησσήεντα 
 πόντου κυµαίνοντος ἀπόπροθι πίονα χῶρον 
 ναίουσιν· γυµνὸν σπείρειν, γυµνὸν δὲ βοωτεῖν, 
 γυµνόν τ’ ἀµάειν, ὃτ’ ἂν ὥρια πάντα πέλωνται.162 
 
 When the Atlas-born Pleiades wheel around,     180 
 begin the reaping, the plowing when they set; 
 they’re hidden, of course, for forty days 
 and nights, then as the year comes around 
 they first appear when it’s time to sharpen the iron. 
 This is the law of the lands, both for those who live    185 
 close to the sea and those who inhabit wooded glens 
 far from the swelling sea, rich country.  
 Naked sow, naked drive the oxen, 
 and naked reap, whenever all is in season.163 																																																								
162 Text is that of Allen. 
163 On Hesiod’s recitation, Hugo Koning writes, “The passage underlines like no other 
Hesiod’s image of the peace-loving farmer poet” (2010: 252). 
	 128	
	
Then Homer recites (Cert. 191-204) a combination of two passages from the Iliad (Il. 
13.126-33, 339-44), showcasing those battle lines and weaponry of warriors so celebrated 
by Aristophanes’ Aeschylus: 
 ἀµφὶ δ’ ἄρ’ Αἴαντας δοιοὺς ἵσταντο φάλαγγες 
 καρτεραί, ἃς οὔτ’ ἄν κεν Ἄρης ὀνόσαιτο µετελθὼν 
 οὔτε κ’ Ἀθηναίη λαοσσόος. οἱ γὰρ ἄριστοι 
 κρινθέντες Τρῶάς τε καὶ Ἕκτορα δῖον ἔµιµνον 
 φράξαντες δόρυ δουρί, σάκος σάκεϊ προθελύµνῳ·    195 
 ἀσπὶς δ’ ἀσπίδ’ ἔρειδε, κόρυς κόρυν, ἀνέρα δ’ ἀνήρ, 
 ψαῦον δ’ ἱππόκοµοι κόρυθες λαµπροῖσι φάλοισι 
 νευόντων· ὡς πυκνοὶ ἐφέστασαν ἀλλήλοισιν. 
 ἔφριξεν δὲ µάχη φθεισίµβροτος ἐγχείῃσι 
 µακραῖς, ἃς εἶχον ταµεσίχροας. ὄσσε δ’ ἄµερδεν    200 
 αὐγὴ χαλκείη κορύθων ἄπο λαµπροµενάων 
 θωρήκων τε νεοσµήκτων σακέων τε φαεινῶν 
 ἐρχοµένων ἄµυδις. µάλα κεν θρασυκάρδιος εἴη 
 ὃς τότε γηθήσειεν ἰδὼν πόνον οὐδ’ ἀκάχοιτο. 
  
 Around the two Aiantes stood strong 
 battle lines, that Ares could not have scorned had he come along,  
nor Athena driver of armies; for the best men 
had been chosen and were awaiting the Trojans and noble Hector, 
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spear hedged with spear, shield-hide with shield-hide. 
Shield rubbed against shield, helm against helm, man against man, 
horse-hair crests touched on gleaming crests 
as they nodded—so thick they stood together. 
Man-destroying battle bristled with mighty spears 
which they held, cutters of skin; their eyes were blinded 
by the bronze flash from the shining helmets, 
newly-polished breastplates, and gleaming shields 
as the armies came together. Rather full of heart he’d have to be, 
who could enjoy the sight of toil and not be vexed. 
The audience once again praises Homer on the grounds that his poetry had gone “beyond 
the fitting” (ὡς παρὰ τὸ προσῆκον γεγονότων τῶν ἐπῶν, Cert. 206), and bids that he be 
given the victory, but the king awards Hesiod the garland (ἐστεφάνωσεν, Cert. 208), 
“saying that it is just for the poet to win who calls for farming and peace, not the one 
recounting wars and slaughters” (εἰπὼν δίκαιον εἶναι τὸν ἐπὶ γεωργίαν καὶ εἰρήνην 
προκαλούµενον νικᾶν, οὐ τὸν πολέµους καὶ σφαγὰς διεξιόντα, Cert. 208-10). Not only 
do we observe the striking contrast between Homer and Hesiod vis-à-vis their respective 
subject matters, but we see the socially conscious King Panedes164 choosing Hesiod over 
Homer because he encourages peace and farming.165 While the germ of the Contest may 																																																								
164 King “All-Knowing,” for which see Koning (2010: 252n50). 
165 A boundary stone in Thespiae dated to the 3rd c. BCE (T105 Most) bears the following 
inscription (IG VII 4240b): “Thus very old, like a mortal, facing you, o Helicon,/not 
ignorant of the Muses I cry out this oracle: for those mortals obeying Hesiod’s precepts/ 
there shall be good-governance and the land will be bursting with fruit” (οὕτως ἀντωποῖς 
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be found in Alcidamas, the text as we have it dates to the reign of Hadrian or possibly 
later, and close to Quintus of Smyrna’s time, so we may assume that his readership would 
have been familiar with this attitude toward the two poets.  
And in fact, we have proof set in stone not only of Hesiod’s reception in the imperial 
era as a peace-loving farmer poet, but of the popularity of the very same lines in Works 
and Days which Quintus of Smyrna alludes to in his ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield. At 
Heraclea Lyncestis, a city in Macedonia founded by Philipp II and revived in the time of 
Hadrian, there is a dedicatory inscription, dated to 110-20 CE, which reads (IG X 2. 2. 1 
T107 Most):  
 [οὐδέ ποτ’ ἰθυδίκῃσι µετ’ ἀ]νδράσι λειµὸς ὀπηδεῖ 
 [οὐδ’ ἀάτη, θαλίῃς δὲ µεµηλ]ότα ἔργα νέµονται. 
    θεῷ 
        Δικαιοσύνῃ 
 [Nor ever does] famine attend men [of straight judgements],  
 [nor blind folly, but] they distribute out the [cared for] fruits of their labors in 
festivities.  
To the goddess 
Justice. 
The text, though damaged, has been easily restored, since it is a quotation of Hesiod Op. 
230-31. These are some of the very lines on which Quintus of Smyrna bases his 																																																																																																																																																																					
ἀριγηρα[λ]έος βροτῷ ἶσα/ οὐκ ἀδ[α]ὴς Ἑλικὼν Μου[σ]άων χρησµὸν ἰαχέω·/ 
“πειθοµένοι[σ]ι βροτοῖς ὑποθήκαις Ἡσιόδοιο/ εὐνοµία χ[ώ]ρα τ’ ἔσται καρποῖσι 
βρύουσα.” 
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description of fertile cities of men laboring at their agricultural works, with Justice 
overseeing all (discussed above in Chapter One).  
And while this inscription reveals an interest in Hesiod that is far-reaching, we 
also find evidence more local to Quintus of Smyrna of people from the agrarian class still 
ordering their lives according Hesiod’s advice. North-east of Smyrna in the Paphlygonian 
city of Caesarea (Hadrianopolis) we find the funerary epigram, dated post 138 CE, of a 
soldier-farmer named Priscus, living a blessed life of farming and riches after years of 
military service (T 51 Most): 
 ὡς δ’ ἐτέλεσσεν ἀγῶνα µέγαν κ’ ἐπελήλυθε πάτρᾳ, 
 φένγος πᾶσιν ἔλ<α>νψε, µάλιστα δ’ ἑοῖσι γονεῦσιν, 
 καὶ τότε νοῦν ἔστρεψεν ἀροτρεύειν πατρ<ί>αν γῆν, 
 πάντα ποιῶν ἅµα καὶ θρεπτοῖς ἐπέτελλε γεωργοῖς 
 ἄρµενα πάντα ποιεῖν, ὅσα Ἡσίοδος περὶ γεωργοὺς 
 [ἐξα]µάειν καρποὺς µεγάλους ἐπεδείξατ’ ἀφεὶς τώς. 
 β[ρῖσε δ’ ὅ]λοις ἀγαθοῖσι πολὺν χρόνον ἰσπαταλήσας, 
 ὄλβῳ καὶ πλούτῳ κεκορ<ε>σµένος εἰς ἀνάπαυσιν. 
 
 And when he had completed the great struggle and returned to his country, 
 he beamed as a light to all, but most of all to his parents, 
 and then he turned his mind to plowing the land of his father, 
 doing all things together and giving orders to his house-born farmhands 
 to do all things fittingly, such as Hesiod had pointed out about farmers, 
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 having permitted them to reap the mighty fruits. 
 And he was heavy with good things altogether, having lived resplendently a long  
  time, 
 sated with bliss and plenty until he came to rest. 
Not only does this charming epigram depict the peaceful epilogue of a man’s life beyond 
the battlefield, eager to plow and lay his house in order (cf. Hes. Op. 19-23), but like 
Hesiod’s just cities, which “bloom” (τέθηλε) and whose citizens “flower” (ἀνθέουσιν) 
and whose sheep “are laden” (καταβεβρίθασι) with fleece, so too this man is “heavy” 
(βρῖσε) with the fruits of his labor and good management of his estate. These verbs of 
blooming (θάλλω) and weight (βρίθω) are the same verbs used by Quintus of Smyrna to 
describe the fields heavy with fruit (βρίθοντο) and the black earth flourishing (τεθήλει). It 
is clear from these inscriptions close to the time of Quintus of Smyrna, that Hesiod’s 
Works and Days provides them and the Posthomerica with the images and vocabulary of 
peace effected by working the land and upholding justice within the city. 
 In Rome, Manilius and Vergil, both living in the age of Augustus, turn to 
Hesiod’s myth of the races (Op. 106-201) in order to describe the peace (real or 
perceived) of past and present ages relative to themselves. Their focus is less on the poet 
Hesiod, and more on the peace described in his poetry, and in both cases Hesiod’s 
original myth is manipulated to offer different views of human history; nevertheless, 
what remains constant is the idea that, from Hesiod, these Roman poets can find the 
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language and metaphor of peace (in this case, a metallic metaphor) and use them for their 
own poetic agendas.166 
 Manilius offers a portrait of Hesiod alongside that of Homer in a literary survey of 
Greek hexameter poetry with the ultimate goal of distinguishing his own poetry from the 
well-worn Heliconian paths of his predecessors, where there is hardly a rivulet of water 
strong enough to irrigate a new meadow (cf. 2.49-56). Falling into line with Quintilian 
and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Manilius gives pride of place to Homer as the “greatest 
poet” (maximus…vates, 2.1), whose Iliad and Odyssey have offered his Hellenistic 
successors “abundant waters” (profusos…lattices, 2.8-9) from which to channel his great 
river into “slender streams” (amnemque in tenuis…deducere rivos, 2.10). “But next to 
him (sed proximus illi),” writes Manilius (2.11-24): 
 Hesiodus memorat divos divumque parentes 
 et chaos enixum terras orbemque sub illo 
 infantem et primos titubantia sidera cursus 
 Titanasque senes, Iovis et cunabula magni 
 et sub fratre viri nomen, sine matre parentis, 
 atque iterum patrio nascentem corpore Bacchum, 
 silvarumque deos secretaque numina Nymphas. 
 quin etiam ruris cultus legesque notavit 
 militiamque soli, quod colles Bacchus amaret, 
 quod fecunda Ceres campos, quod Pallas utrumque, 																																																								
166 See Van Noorden (2015) for a focused study on Hesiod’s myth of the races.  
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 atque arbustsa vagis essent quod adultera pomis; 
 omniaque immense volitantia lumina mundo, 
 pacis opus, magnos naturae condit in usus. 
  
Hesiod tells of the gods and the parents of the gods 
 and Chaos who gave birth to Earth and after that, the globe  
 in its infancy, and the stars wavering in their first courses 
 and the old Titans, and the cradle of mighty Jupiter 
 and the name of husband for brother and of parent without a mother, 
 and of Bacchus born again from his father’s body, 
 the gods of the forests and the secret spirits, the Nymphs. 
 But also, he made known the cultivation and laws of the countryside, 
 the militant working of the soil, the fact that Bacchus loves the hills, 
 and fertile Ceres the fields, that Pallas loves them both, 
 that trees are adulterous with wandering fruit; 
 and all the lights flitting through the measureless universe— 
the work of peace—he establishes for the mighty uses of nature. 
In a lengthy summary that obviously follows the arc of Hesiod’s Theogony (2.11-17), the 
Catalogue of Women and Works and Days (2.18-24),167 Manilius manifestly regards the 
																																																								
167 And the Astronomica traditionally attributed to Hesiod but now lost. On Manilius’s 
literary survey of Hesiod’s corpus, and how this framework of viewing Hesiod’s works as 
a “universal history” provided the cosmic architecture to Ovid’s Metamorphoses and 
Vergil’s Aeneid, see Rostai (2009: 360-62). 
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last poem as instructive in agriculture (ruris cultus legesque…militiam soli, 2.19-20),168 
and characterizes it (or perhaps Hesiod’s entire oeuvre?) as a “work of peace” (pacis 
opus, 2.24) and meant to teach the use of nature. While Manilius establishes this line of 
descent only to dissent from it, forging his own path down the vails of Helicon (cf. 2.50 
ff.), his perception of Hesiod’s poetry (or at least the Works and Days) as a didactic poem 
on farming whose ultimate message is peace is clear. 
 As the father of didactic epic Hesiod has left his mark on the poetry of Vergil and 
Manilius, though how these two poets apply the poetry of the senis Ascraeus differs 
vastly. Even so, in their (ab)uses of Hesiod we can see that at the heart of their 
engagement with him is their desire to describe eras of human history as periods of 
Golden-Age peace. Manilius proclaims at the beginning of his poem that it is his will “to 
be first with my new songs to move Helicon and her forests nodding with green crowns, 
bearing foreign sacred offerings mentioned by none of my predecessors” (primusque 
novis Helicona movere/ cantibus et viridi nutantis vertice silvas/hospita sacra ferens nulli 
memorata priorum, 1.4-6). It is only because Caesar Augustus, who rules the earth and is 
worthy of heaven, invests him with mental and physical powers (1.10), that Manilius can 
venture such grand poetic projects (1.7-10). Through Augustus’s rule, Manilius tells the 
princeps, heaven is all the more ready to favor those examining it and desires to unlock 
its celestial treasures through song (1.11-12), for “this is only available in a time of 
peace” (hoc sub pace vacat tantum, 1.13). By declaring his intention to sway the tree-tops 
of Helicon, Manilius defines his poetic project as Hesiodic, though the type of song he is 																																																								
168 One might see in ruris leges a translation of Hesiod’s πεδίων…νόµος (Op. 388), 
quoted in the passage above from the Certamen. 
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creating is “new,” “unheard of,” and “strange” (his being a didactic poem on 
astrology).169 But the privilege to conceive of such a topic is only possible in a time of 
peace effected by the deified Caesar. Manilius equates his own epoch with a golden age, 
a move not atypical of his fellow Augustan poets, and a reading of Hesiod’s myth of the 
races of men which begins with Vergil and is paradigmatically different from the 
Hesiodic original. 
 Manilius turns Hesiod’s myth of the races on its head, describing his own age as 
the culmination of mankind’s discovery of ingenium through labor, while the age before 
that of the founders of his science he depicts as one of ignorance and paralysis.170 Earth 
lay unused by boorish farmers (1.74) and men knew nothing of the sea’s riches, nor 
would any entrust his life to it (1.76-78), at a time when “gold resided in unfrequented 
mountains” (in desertis habitabat montibus aurum, 1.75). But over long periods of 
sharpening human hearts (1.79), “toil gave intellect to the wretches” (labor ingenium 
miseris dedit, 1.80); men’s discoveries they “gladly gave to the common good” (in 
commune bonum commentum laeta dederunt, 1.84); they codified speech, farmed, 
merchants tested the sea, they discovered the arts of war and peace (1.85-90): all in all, 																																																								
169 Although, this in itself is not new, since Manilius’s main precedent is of course 
Aratus’s Phaenomena, but it is true of didactic astrological poetry in Latin verse (though, 
again, Latin translations of Aratus and commentaries of the Phaenomena did exist in 
Manilius’s time; see Most (2006: lxi)). 
170 Monica R. Gale writes, “Indeed, [Manilius’s] entire culture-history may be said to 
invert the pattern of decline characteristic both of the Prometheus story and of the 
Hesiodic Myth of Ages: whereas Hesiod’s primeval generation lived ‘before that time 
without evil and without hard toil’, for Manilius, ‘primitive life before their time lacked 
reason’, and it is the gradual development of sollertia and ingenium that leads to the 
discovery of first practical and then theoretical arts” (2011: 208). On Manilius’s 
engagement with Hesiod, see Volk (2009). 
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through reason (ratio, 1.97), which they share with God, mankind has triumphed over his 
universe, even to the the extent of comprehending the nature of heaven (1.108), the theme 
of Manilius’s poem. Thus, for Manilius, the early age of (unmined) gold was a time of 
human servitude, whereas his own time teems with labor and ingenuity, peace and 
stability. This is the opposite of Hesiod’s understanding. Hesiod bemoans his dire estate, 
living among the race of iron and wishing either that he had died before it or had been 
born afterwards (Hes. Op. 174-75). His is a race characterized by ceaseless toil and 
distress (Op. 176-77), unlike the earliest golden race of mortals, “who, like gods lived 
with carefree minds, being apart from labor and distress” (ὥστε θεοὶ δ’ ἔζωον ἀκηδέα 
θυµὸν ἔχοντες,/ νόσφιν ἄτερ τε πόνου καὶ ὀιζύος, Op. 112-23). It is, therefore, man’s lot 
to work under the reign of Zeus (cf. Op. 299-319).171 Whereas Manilius sees the history 
of mankind as a progressive development from intellectual darkness to light through hard 
work, Hesiod views our present generation as the worst time in human history, whose 
universe is consumed with toil. Peace for Manilius is at its completion in his own time; 
Hesiod’s age is surrounded by brutes taking justice into their own hands (χειροδίκαι, Op. 
189). 
 If Manilius, living near the end of Augustus’s principate, views his current age as 
the culmination of a Golden Age peace, Vergil’s appeal to Hesiod’s myth of the races 
betrays a sense of unease and confusion about the Golden-Age promises of Augustus’s 
aurea saecula. When Anchises prophesies to his son that Augustus “will found a golden 
age again in Latium, through fields once ruled by Saturn” (aurea condet/ saecula qui 																																																								
171 See Stephanie Nelson (2018: 368): “Hesiod sees that Zeus means life to be hard.” 
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rursus Latio regnata per arva/ Saturno quondam, Aen. 6.792-93),172 one wonders how 
his rule can be considered golden, since it will be characterized by rule and conquest.173 
How can a grandson of Jupiter bring a golden age to Saturn’s race, who are characterized 
as a people living in a golden age?174 Vergil’s pessimism, whether real or suspected, 
about his current age brings him closer to the Hesiodic worldview than Manilius’s self-
assured declaration about his circumstances. 
 Vergil turns to Hesiod’s myth of the golden race as an aid in describing a period 
of peace, though his sense of chronology differs greatly (across his works) from 
Hesiod’s. In Eclogues 4 Vergil celebrates Asinius Pollio’s birth and consulship as a 
return to a golden age (redeunt Saturnia regna, Ecl. 4.6), suggesting that the ages of man 
are cyclical as opposed to degenerative. And with such a return comes great optimism for 
the future. Golden-age conditions will abound: the earth will give up its fruits unbidden 
(Ecl. 4.18-20), ploughmen will loose their oxen (Ecl. 4.41)—in essence, there will be no 
need for labor. Unlike Manilius, who sees civilization, war, and seafaring as marks of a 
golden age, Vergil writes that in Pollio’s adulthood man will quit the sea and stop 
working the land (Ecl. 4.37-40), in the presence of true virtus (Ecl. 4.27) and the absence  
of our “ancient crime” (priscae…fraudis, Ecl. 4.31) of warfare (Ecl. 4.32-36). With 
Pollio, Vergil hopes, will come an end to civil war between Antony and Octavian, and he 																																																								
172 Text is that of Mynors. 
173 See especially Perkell (2002), who writes that the irresolvable contradictions in 
Vergil’s poetry about the golden ages—both past and present—allow him “to 
acknowledge a complex, conflicted world, whose uncertainties the poet implicitly sets 
forth for readers through the questions to which the contradictions point” (35). See also 
Thomas (1988, 1982), Wallace-Hadrill (1982), Ryberg (1958). 
174 See Thomas (2004). 
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will rule the world “made peaceful by the virtues of his father” (pacatumque reget patriis 
virtutibus orbem, Ecl. 4.17).  
If, however, in this eclogue we detect a hint of delirious optimism,175 in his 
Georgics, Vergil’s most Hesiodic poem, the tension between Italy’s natural, golden-age 
beauty and its current political turmoil exposes a sense of fear and pessimism about 
simply keeping one’s head down and working the land.176 In his laudes Italiae (G. 2.136-
76) Vergil addresses Italy (G. 2.173-76):  
 salve, magna parens frugum, Saturnia tellus, 
 magna virum: tibi res antiquae laudis et artem 
 ingredior, sanctos ausus recludere fontis, 
 Ascraeumque cano Romana per oppida carmen. 
 
Hail, Saturnian land, mighty parent of fruits,  
 mighty parent of men: for you I enter upon matters and skills 
of ancient praise, I have dared to reveal the sacred fonts, 
and through Roman towns I sing the song of Ascra. 
Yet even when Vergil designates himself a singer of Hesiodic song and Italy a land of the 
golden age (Saturnia tellus), one cannot help but note that Italy’s plains are traversed by 
war-horses (G. 2.145), bulls are leading triumphs through Rome (G. 2.146-48); cities, 																																																								
175 Cf. the adynaton, “nor will cattle fear the mighty lions” (nec magnos metuent armenta 
leones, Ecl. 4.23). 
176 See Stephanie Nelson (2018: 367): “Although the bad Eris who opens the WD “fosters 
evil war and conflict” (WD 14), Hesiod’s focus soon shifts to the agora, lawsuits, and 
cheating, and war fades into the mythic past as the livelihood of the bronze race and the 
heroes. In the Georgics, in contrast, war is real and immediate.” 
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“the work of toils” (urbes operumque laborem, G. 2.155), are hedged by ancient walls 
(G. 2.157). Though Italy is a land of heavy fruits (G. 2.143), incessant Springs and 
lingering Summers (G. 2.149), whose rivers flow with gold (G. 2.166), at the same time 
she is in the grips of bloody civil war (G. 1.490-92), the current age is turned upside 
down (everso….saeclo, G. 1.500), where a farmer’s plough turns up the helmets and 
spears of warriors slain just beneath the soil (G. 1.493-97). Despite Italy’s rich resources 
and advantages, Vergil’s view of her golden-age status is discolored by the rage of iron-
age strife. 
 In the Aeneid Vergil returns once more to Hesiod’s golden age to depict the early 
inhabitants of Italy living in peaceful bliss, only to be disrupted by Aeneas’s entry upon 
Ausonian land.177 Once again, the chronology is skewed. Vergil draws us back from his 
own age into mythic time, Hesiod’s fourth race of heroes, yet the early rustics exhibit the 
traits of Hesiod’s golden race, but are said by Evander to be born from the trees (gensque 
virum truncis et duro robore nata, Aen. 8.315), an origin they share in common with 
Hesiod’s bronze race which was born “from ash trees” (ἐκ µελιᾶν, Hes. Op. 145). 
Nevertheless, Evander’s portrait of Italy’s early inhabitants fits the bill of a golden-age 
existence: the people were free of law and custom,178 and knew not how to yoke oxen or 
gather their wealth (Aen. 8.316-17). They fed on fruits of the forest and on game (Aen.  
8.318). Upon Saturn’s arrival (having fled in exile from Jupiter’s violence) and in his 																																																								177	While currently in peaceful bliss, it is clear from Vergil’s description of Latinus’s 
palace (Aen. 7.183-86) that the Latins are a battle-hardened race. 
178 quis neque mos neque cultus erat (Aen. 8.316). See Perkell (2002: 30-31); Thomas 
(2004: 131). Cf. Sallust’s description of the Italian Aborigines before Aeneas’s arrival: 
genus hominum agreste, sine legibus, sine imperio, liberum atque solutum (Sall. Cat. 
6.1).  
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reign, the Italic peoples lived through “golden ages: thus [Saturn] ruled the peoples in 
pleasant peace” (aurea…saecula: sic placida populous in pace regebat, Aen. 8.324-25), 
until neighboring tribes “of lesser color” (decolor aetas, Aen. 8.326) corrupted the 
“Saturnian land” (Saturnia tellus, Aen. 8.329) with war, greed, and kingship (Aen. 8.326-
32). Despite their fall from grace, when Aeneas first meets the Latins, they still show 
those characteristics of old, living under Saturn’s great-grandson Latinus, who like his 
divine ancestor “ruled his peaceful cities in long-lasting peace” (urbes…longa placidas 
in pace regebat, Aen. 7.45-46), and whose people were “a race of Saturn, equitable 
without bonds or laws, but maintaining themselves of their own accord and in the manner 
of the old god” (Saturni gentem haud vinclo nec legibus aequam,/ sponte sua veterisque 
dei se more tenentem, Aen. 8.203-04). Nevertheless, all it takes is Iulus’s deadly aim and 
his love of glory (laudis…amore, Aen. 7.496) to kill Silvia’s beloved stag179 and plunge 
the Italian countryside into a war between Rome’s Italian and Trojan roots. And in this 
war, it is difficult not to see glimpses both of Rome’s century of civil wars and its wars 
with the Italians that came to an end with Iulus’s famed descendent, Augustus. Whereas 
Aeneas’s father promises an age of peace and stability under Augustus, Vergil’s use of 
Hesiod’s myth of races juxtaposes the best (golden) age with the worst (iron) to describe 
early Rome as a country both at peace and at war with itself. When read alongside the 
Georgics, it is difficult not to read the proto-Romans’ violent war for supremacy within 
the context of Vergil’s own iron-age time.  
																																																								
179 A creature that represents the untrammeled innocence of Golden-Age nature. 
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While our Roman authors appropriate and re-purpose Hesiod to fit their own 
poetic aims, it remains true that writers spanning Greek Old Comedy and Roman 
Imperial poetry regarded Hesiod and his poetry as emblematic of the peace that ensues 
from pursuing a life devoted to agriculture. And so we may surmise that Quintus of 
Smyrna, by drawing upon this tradition, expects his readership to identify Hesiod’s 
notion of peace and farming intruding upon Homer’s vision of human life portrayed on 
Achilles’ shield.180  
 
4.3 The Need for Wisdom 
The emphasis on the importance of peace witnessed above is seen in Quintus of Smyrna’s 
Posthomerica, as he uses Hesiod’s testament to the importance of peace for the social 
good as a way to challenge a straightforward embrace of the Homeric ethos of warlike 
virtue. And Quintus of Smyrna presents this dialogue on the shield of the Iliad’s most 
warlike character. But it does not end there: the narrative structure of the Posthomerica 
appears to undermine the tactic of pure force, seen most especially in the deaths of the 
warriors of Books One through Five. At the same time, the poem’s protagonist 
Neoptolemus needs to listen to the words of Nestor, exemplifying Hesiod’s images both 
of the best man who thinks on all things and the good man who listens to the wise (Op. 
293-97). I am proposing that all three passages from Hesiod’s Works and Days—the just 
cities (Op. 225-37), the steep path to arete (Op. 286-92), and the best man (Op. 293-97) 
																																																								
180 For Homer’s vision of Achilles’ shield, see Taplin (1980), Scully (2003). 
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propel the narrative of the Posthomerica, as Neoptolemus learns how to listen to the 
voice of wisdom and focus his Achillean strength toward the good of Achaean victory. 
 My argument hinges on a philosophical reading of Hesiod’s paths to arete and 
kakotes (Hes. Op. 286-92), that the difficult path to virtue symbolizes the path to wisdom, 
and therefore is an appropriate ideal to be associated with the figure of Nestor. It should 
be mentioned at the outset that, of all of Hesiod’s poetry—the epiphany of the Muses, the 
Titanomachy, the myths of the races, the hawk and the nightingale, Prometheus and 
Pandora—the path to arete was the passage most often quoted in antiquity, a total of 
twenty-six times,181 twenty-seven when we include Quintus of Smyrna’s allusion to it.182 
While some early references to this passage show a concern for other forms of 
excellence, as for example, an excellence in battle (Tyrtaeus fr. 12.43-44),183 the 
overwhelming majority of allusions across a thousand years184 reappropriate this passage 
to serve a philosophical purpose.  
Such readings pervade fourth-century BCE philosophical texts. When Socrates, in 
Xenophon’s Memorabilia (2.1.20), tries to get Aristippus to see that the good life is one 
whose rewards are won through toil, he quotes Hes. Op. 287-92 before recounting 
Prodicus’s famous essay On Herakles, in which two ladies, Arete and Kakia, offer him 
one of two paths. Either he can take the difficult (χαλεπήν), long (µακράν) road to Arete, 
which will take toil (πόνοις) and sweat (ἱδρῶτι), or the sweetest (ἡδίστην), easiest 																																																								
181 Koning (2010: 144). 
182 See Canevaro (2015: 8n3). 
183 For discussion of which, see Hunter (2014: 144), Koning (2010: 146-47), Canevaro 
(2015: 71n109). 
184 Ca. 700 BCE-300 CE, according to Koning’s parameters. 
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(ῥᾴστην) road to Kakia, a place where difficulty is a foreign thing (Xen. Mem. 2.1.23-
29).185 The conclusion of the story, though untold, is obviously that Herakles chooses the 
more difficult path of a Hesiod-inspired Arete. As early as the Classical period, then, we 
see philosophers (Socrates, Prodicus, Xenophon) carefully applying the very language of 
Hesiod’s paths of arete and kakotes to a discussion on moral virtue. 
 Hesiod’s path to arete can be both openly mocked and covertly imitated in Plato. 
In the Republic he has Adeimantus cite Hes. Op. 287-89 (Rep. 2.364c7-d2) as the type of 
poetry charlatans will conjure up to seduce well-to-do gullibles to pay for unnecessary 
sacrifices, and so the passage seems to have been summoned to show how out of context 
Hesiod’s poetry can be taken. One cannot help but see, however, as Richard Hunter has 
suggested,186 the same passage brought back into context with the allegory of the cave, 
where Socrates describes a man being dragged by force “up a rough and steep ascent” 
(διὰ τραχείας τῆς ἀναβάσεως καὶ ἀνάντους, Rep. 7.515e5-6) toward the light of the true 
forms.187 While Plato is obviously engaging with Homer’s Odyssey (Book Eleven) here 
more than at in other point of the Republic, the concept of the struggle and difficulty of 
the ascent is absent from Homer, and so it is conceivable that Hesiod’s ascent to arete 
serves the passage by providing the sweat and toil one must endure up the path to virtue. 
 Roman and Second Sophistic writers also interpret Op. 286-92 philosophically. 
Lucretius’s pleasure in looking down at the plights of those struggling with “constant 
labor” (praestante labore, DRN. 2.12) in search of the “path of life” (viam…quaerere 																																																								
185 Text is that of Marchant. 
186 Hunter (2014: 95). 
187 Text is that of Slings. 
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vitae, DRN. 2.10),188 may have been inspired by Hesiod’s difficult path to arete, as 
Hunter suggests.189 In his How to Study Poetry (Plut. Mor. 24e), Plutarch says that 
Hesiod’s line about the gods placing sweat in front of virtue (Hes. Op. 289) ought to 
make young men “feel that these verses pertain to the best and most godly trait in us, 
which we know to be straightness of reason, the summit of logical sense, and a 
disposition of soul that is in agreement” (εὐσθὺς οἰέσθω λέγεσθαι ταῦτα περὶ τῆς ἀρίστης 
καὶ θειοτάτης ἕξεως ἐν ἡµῖν, ἣν ὀρθότητα λόγου καὶ ἀκρότητα λογικῆς φύσεως καὶ 
διάθεσιν ὁµολογουµένην ψυχῆς νοοῦµεν, Plut. Mor. 24d-e).190 Even as he edits Hesiod, 
as in Progress in Virtue, when he says that the path of progress (προκοπή instead of 
arete, Plut. Mor. 77d) is “no longer” (µηκέτι) “uphill” (προσάντη) and “excessively 
steep” (ὄρθιον) but “easy” (ῥᾳδίαν) and “smooth” (λείαν), “as if making a light in the 
pursuit of philosophy” (οἷον…φῶς ἐν τῷ φιλοσοφεῖν καὶ λαµπρότητα ποιοῦσαν, Mor. 
77d), Plutarch assumes that his reader would not raise an eyebrow at his reading of 
Hesiod’s path as the light of philosophy. 
 Even when satirized, Hesiod’s steep path to virtue is read philosophically. In his 
catalogue of characters flocking the Islands of the Blessed, Lucian in A True Story 
mentions all the different schools of philosophy represented there, but “none of the Stoics 
was there, for they were said to still be climbing up the steep hill of arete (τῶν δὲ 
Στωϊκῶν οὐδεὶς παρῆν· ἔτι γὰρ ἐλέγοντο ἀναβαίνειν τὸν τῆς ἀρετῆς ὄρθιον λόφον, Ver. 
																																																								
188 Text is that of Leonard and Smith. 
189 Hunter (2014: 96-97). 
190 Text is that of Babbitt. 
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hist. 2.18).191 In Lucian’s Menippus, the eponymous philosopher describes being advised 
to toil, labor, torture his body, to be dirty and squalid while annoying and slandering 
everyone (Menippus 4.14-17). These (presumably) Cynics would then throw around 
“those overused lines of Hesiod about virtue, and sweat and the ascent to the summit” (τὰ 
πάνδηµα ἐκεῖνα τοῦ Ἡσιόδου περὶ τῆς ἀρετῆς ἔπη καὶ τὸν ἱδρῶτα καὶ τὴν ἐπὶ τὸ ἄκρον 
ἀνάβασιν, Menippus 4.18-20)192 in order to lure him over to their school.193 By 
“overused” (πάνδηµα) Lucian makes plain just how much these lines in Hesiod were part 
of the common philosophical currency, both used and abused in support of or in attack 
against different sects of the discipline.  
 From these persistent readings of Hesiod’s verses we can see that Quintus of 
Smyrna is alluding to the same passage when he has Nestor say to Neoptolemus, 
“therefore easy is the path to painful Kakotes, but difficult the one to glory,/ until one 
makes his way through the grievous toil with his feet” (12.294-96). Furthermore, when 
Neoptolemus immediately acquiesces to entering the Wooden Horse, Quintus of Smyrna 
is making Neoptolemus’s Iliadic fury bow to the words of Hesiodic wisdom, spoken by 
the poem’s Hesiodic sage. 
 That Quintus of Smyrna turns to Hesiod rather than Homer for a community-
minded arete is further seen in how he uses Op. 293-97, verses in Hesiod which 
immediately follow his description of the paths of arete and kakotes. Even in Tyrtaeus 
these lines are viewed in a communal context. The man who reaches the pinnacle of 																																																								
191 Text is that of Macleod. 
192 Text is that of Harmon. 
193 For an elaborate inversion by Lucian of Hesiod’s paths to arete and kakotes, used to 
advocate taking the easy road to Rhetoric, see Rhetorum Praeceptor 2-4, 7-8.  
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excellence in battle is a “common good for his city and all the people” (ξυνὸν δ’ ἐσθλὸν 
τοῦτο πόληί τε παντί τε δήµῳ, Tyrt. fr. 12.15)194. He fights in the frontlines for the sake 
of his city, not merely, as Sarpedon says to Glaukos in the Iliad, because they are given 
the seats of honor at the table, the finest cuts of meat, the choicest wine and lands in all of 
Lycia (Hom. Il. 12.311-14). Brave action in war for Tyrtaeus is itself a common good; it 
is not a response to being given goods. In the fourth century, these Hesiodic verses are 
also summoned by a speaker in order to instill a sense of public duty. In the conversation 
between Aristippus and Socrates in Xenophon (Memorabilia), Aristippus says that he 
simply could never be a ruler, one who has to sacrifice his own desires, and “take on in 
addition the burden of supplying all the citizens with all the things that they need” 
(προσαναθέσθαι τὸ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις πολίταις ὧν δέονται πορίζειν, Xen. Mem. 2.1.8). Such 
a selfless responsibility to a greater community is unsuitable to Aristippus’s hedonistic 
way of life, but is certainly meant to spark Socrates’ response that Aristippus rethink his 
position. Zeno of Citium is actually said to have changed the order of Hesiod’s text (Hes. 
Op. 293-95), regarding the best (πανάριστος) man and the good (ἐσθλός) man (1.5.8-13): 
 φασὶ δὲ καὶ—τοὺς Ἡσιόδου στίχους µεταγράφειν οὕτω· 
  κεῖνος µὲν πανάριστος ὃς εὖ εἰπόντι πίθηται, 
  ἐσθλὸς δ’ αὖ κἀκεῖνος ὃς αὐτὸς πάντα νοήσει. 
 κρείττονα γὰρ γὰρ εἶναι τὸν ἀκοῦσαι καλῶς δυνάµενον τὸ λεγόµενον και  
 χρῆσθαι αὐτῷ τοῦ δι’ αὑτοῦ τὸ πᾶν συννοήσαντος· τῷ µὲν γὰρ εἶναι  
																																																								
194 Text is that of West. 
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 µόνον τὸ συνεῖναι, τῷ δ’ εὖ πεισθέντι προσεῖναι καὶ τὴν πρᾶξιν.195 
 
They say that he even tampered with the lines in Hesiod in the following way— 
 That man is all-best who is persuaded by the one speaking well, 
 but good too is that man who knows all things on his own. 
For better is the man who can listen well to the things said to him and can make 
use of them, than the one who knows everything by himself: for the one there is 
only knowledge, but you can also make use of the one who is well-persuaded. 
Zeno, it seems, felt the need to rearrange these lines in Hesiod because personal 
knowledge should not come before an individual’s usefulness to society. 
 Finally, as Hunter astutely observes, Hesiod’s arduous path to arete is at the heart 
of Plato’s ascent from the cave. But, I would argue, we must not miss how Plato inverts 
the ascent narrative, such that the philosopher-king must eventually descend 
(καταβαίνειν) back into the cave, under great compulsion (ἀναγκάσαι), to serve his city 
(ὅλῃ τῇ πόλει) and the common good (τὸ κοινὸν, Rep. 7.519c10-520a5). Whereas 
Hesiod’s path downward is easy and to Ruin, Plato’s katabasis is the most difficult, but 
most important, part of his journey. Similarly Quintus of Smyrna uses the verb 
katabainein in his invocation to the Muses, when describing Neoptolemus’s “descent” 
into the Wooden Horse (κατέβησαν, 12.307). For Neoptolemus, ceding to the needs of 
the collective is indeed the greatest and most difficult test of his virtue. It is easy, 
																																																								
195 Text is that of von Arnim. 
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however, for him to redirect his ferocity towards the enemy, once he listens to the well-
spoken wisdom (εὖ εἰπόντι πίθηται) of Nestor. 
 
4.4 Choosing (to be) Hesiod 
Quintus of Smyrna’s identification with the middle style characterizes him as a Hesiodic 
poet, since Hesiod was generally associated with the middle style, as opposed to Homer 
and his grand style. This poetic conceit serves the ideological function of distinguishing 
his poetic project from the Homeric project, and reveals a strong continuity between his 
own aesthetic tastes and those of Callimachus and other Alexandrian poets, who also saw 
Hesiod as the foil to Homer’s continuous narratives, heroic content, and grandiloquent 
register. 
 The Hellenistic period was a watershed moment in the history of literary 
criticism, criticism especially of Homer and Hesiod, due all but entirely to the new age of 
libraries and a reading culture. By now Hesiod was a staple in schools;196 his style was so 
ubiquitous that the formidable textual critics Zenodotus and Aristarchus athetized 
catalogic passages in Homer’s poetry because they were of a “Hesiodic style” (Ἡσιόδειος 
χαρακτήρ).197  
Among the scholar-poets, too, Hesiod became the standard-bearer for a literary-
aesthetic revolution. Hugo Koning writes, “instead of traditional epic, characterized by 
grand themes, a grand style, considerable length and the presence of old-fashioned heroic 																																																								
196 Canevaro (2018: 327). 
197 Schroeder (2007: 138-41; 2009: 271-74), Hunter (2014: 298; 2009: 260), Montanari 
(2009: 338), Canevaro (2018: 328, 330). 
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values, the Alexandrian scholar-poets preferred another type of poem, which deals with 
humbler themes, seeks a more sophisticated and ‘thin’ (λεπτός) style, is considerably 
shorter in length (or strings together several shorter poems) and focuses on less heroic 
and more human values.”198 They “needed a non-Homer to whom they could attribute 
their own, coherent system of poetics.”199  
I suggest that Alexandrian receptions of Hesiod’s style play a part in Quintus of 
Smyrna’s reading of Hesiod. In Lucian’s A Conversation with Hesiod, Lycinus attacks 
Hesiod, alleging he did not live up to his end of the bargain, having promised to sing both 
of the past and the future (Luc. Hesiodus 1; cf. Th. 32). In his defense, Hesiod argues that 
poets ought not to be scrutinized to the very last letter (Hesiodus 5):  
 ἀλλ’ εἰδέναι ὅτι πολλὰ ἡµεῖς καὶ τῶν µέτρων ἕνεκα καὶ τῆς εὐφωνίας 
 ἐπεµβάλλοµεν· τὰ δὲ καὶ τὸ ἔπος αὐτὸ πολλάκις λεῖα ὄντα οὐκ οἶδα ὅπως 
 παρεδέξατο.200 
 Nay, rather you should know that we insert many things for the sake of both meter 
 and euphony, and often the verse itself, I don’t know, lets these things in, since 
 they are smooth. 
Euphony and smoothness are both terms used by Dionysius of Halicarnassus to describe 
Hesiod’s poetry or his smooth style of composition (see Chapter 3 above). In this section, 
I wish to venture a hypothesis. Many have pointed to the ancient sources which praise 
																																																								
198 Koning (2010: 333). In addition, Scully argues, the “Alexandrian poets were drawn to 
Hesiod’s short, discontinuous narratives” (2015: 122).  
199 Koning (2010: 343). 
200 Text is that of Kilburn. 
	 151	
	
Hesiod’s “sweetness,”201 but few have every tried to pin down what that sweetness 
entails. Hesiod’s penchant for catalogues, divine abstractions, and etymological wordplay 
have also been noted as prominent elements of his style.202 I submit that it is in fact in the 
sound of words, especially words involving figurae etymologicae, particularly names, 
which is at the heart of Hesiodic “sweetness.” We can trace this appreciation for Hesiodic 
word-sound-name-play throughout the Hellenistic period in the works of Callimachus, 
Aratus, and Nicander, but also in the Augustan and Imperial periods with critical 
discussions by Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian (both certainly working from a 
Hellenistic source), and finally in the Posthomerica of Quintus of Smyrna. The 
Posthomerica therefore stands as an important witness to the ancient reception of 
Hesiod’s poetry. 
 Richard Hunter has convincingly shown (through the aid of ancient discussions 
on rhetoric) that the two passages chosen by Hesiod and Homer in the Certamen do not 
only oppose the two poets in terms of subject matter, but in style as well. Whereas 
Homer’s passage is rife with metaphor, ‘ugliness of sound,’ and compound words—all 
markers of the grand style—Hesiod’s passage avoids such risky and bold words.203 
Instead, Hesiod’s is balanced with “matched phrases and rhymes,” “repetition and 
anaphora.”204 Moreover, taking Dionysius of Halicarnassus’s characterization of the 																																																								
201 Aside from ancient references already mentioned in Chapter Three, see also Alcaeus 
Mess., Anth. Pal. 7.55.3-7 (T88 Most); Velleius Paterculus 1.7.1 (T7 Most): 
Hesiodus…vir perelgantis ingenii et molissima dulcedine carminum memorabilis, Vacca 
Vit. Lucan. p. 403.21-26 Badali (T26 Most). 
202 See Scully (2015, 2018), Ziogas (2018), Hunter (2009, 2014).  
203 Hunter (2009: 265-66). 
204 Hunter (2009: 267). 
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smooth style into consideration, in which he includes parallelism, assonance, antithesis 
and paronomasia as features of that style, Hunter writes, “here we may well be reminded 
of the marked stylistic patterning of the proem of the Works and Days, verses which it is 
likely enough (the case can be put no more strongly than that) were influential on ancient 
conceptions of Hesiod’s style.”205  
 One feature of Hesiod’s poetics, Stephen Scully argues, that distinguishes his 
style from Homer’s, is his attention to individual words, specifically the evolution of 
words into gods, and vice versa: “in the story’s movement from narrative to genealogical 
list, we sense commonplace words leaping into divine beings.”206 One example he offers 
is the proem to the Theogony, wherein the names of the Muses (Th. 75-79) are preempted 
by the narrative (Th. 51-71).207 Names themselves are units of meaning in Hesiod, which 
is itself an aition for the prevalence of figurae etymologicae in the poem, especially when 
offered as an aetiology for a myth, or a cult title, or a name. Famous, of course, is the 
name of Aphrodite, explained by Kronos’s emasculation of his father and how “the foam 
arose from the immortal flesh” (ἀφρὸς ἀπ’ ἀθανάτου χροὸς ὤρνυτο, Th. 191), but also 
her epithet “foam-born” (ἀφρογενέα, Th. 196), “since she grew in foam” (οὕνεκα ἐν 
ἀφρῷ/θρέφθη, Th. 197-98). A poem constructed largely out of genealogical lists requires 
a ratio for the names from the pertinent myths, but Hesiod’s stroke of genius lies in his 
																																																								
205 Hunter (2009: 268). This discussion is updated in Hunter (2014: 302-15). 
206 Scully (2018: 86; 2015: 16). 
207 Scully (2018: 85-86; 2015: 15-16). 
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ability to isolate words—nouns, adjectives, and verbs—and use them as etymological 
aitia for the name.208 
 Let us now turn to Callimachus Ep. 27 and his praise of Aratus, for it is in the 
name of Aratus that we might tease out the nature of Callimachus’s admiration and his 
characterization of Aratus’s poetry as Hesiodic: 
 Ἡσιόδου τό τ’ ἄεισµα καὶ ὁ τρόπος· οὐ τὸν ἀοιδῶν 
  ἔσχατον, ἀλλ’ ὀκνέω µὴ τὸ µελιχρότατον 
 τῶν ἐπέων ὁ Σολεὺς ἀπεµάξατο· χαίρετε λεπταί 
  ῥήσιες, Ἀρήτου σύµβολον ἀγρυπνίης.209 
  
 His song and manner are Hesiod’s, not the ultimate 
  of songs, but—I dare say—the man of Soli 
 skimmed the honeyest of the verses: hail, slender 
  writs of Aratus, symbol of his sleeplessness. 
Much has been written on this epigram, both regarding its text and its meaning. If, as is 
almost universally accepted,210 the text in question is Aratus’s Phaenomena—based 
especially on Callimachus’s adjective λεπταί, an acknowledgement of Aratus’s acrostic 
(ΛΕΠΤΗ) in Phaen. 783-87—and if, as is very plausible, it is Hesiod’s Works and Days 
																																																								
208 See Scully’s discussion of the Horae, who “watch over” (ὠρεύουσι, Th. 903) the 
works of mortal men: “such figurae etymologicae both draw attention to the proper noun 
and underline the sense that a name captures a being’s essence” (Scully 2018: 89). 
209 Text is that of Pfeiffer. 
210 See Hunter (2014: 300). 
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that Callimachus has in mind,211 then we may find here an even finer Callimachean 
stroke of genius. Note the emboldened passage above: ῥήσιες, Ἀρήτου, “writs of Aratus.” 
Callimachus must have also noticed Aratus’s sly insertion of his name into the beginning 
of his poem (Aratus, Phaen. 1-2): 
 Ἐκ Διὸς ἀρχώµεσθα, τὸν οὐδέποτ’ ἄνδρες ἐῶµεν 
 ἄρρητον.212 
 From Zeus let us begin; never do we men allow him to go 
 unrated. 
The translation does not do it justice, but what I have tried to bring out is Aratus’s 
insertion of his name into the adjective “unspoken” (ἄρρητος).213 If Callimachus would 
have noticed the acrostic halfway into the poem, we must assume that he would have 
noticed this poetic conceit at the beginning of the poem.  
 Alan Cameron believes that the juxtaposition of ῥήσιες and Ἀρήτου is 
Callimachus’s signalling his recognition of Aratus’s punning “with a pun of his own. The 
neatest one he could think of rendered unavoidable a word he would otherwise not even 
have considered in such a context.”214 Cameron points out that Callimachus gives 
Aratus’s name in a “curiously artificial form, with long initial alpha and ‘Ionic’ eta for 
the second alpha, Ἄρητος.”215 I hold that the juxtaposition in fact alludes to Aratus’s 
Hesiodic source. If Hesiod’s Works and Days is the principal text Callimachus has in 																																																								
211 See Hunter (2014: 300), Cameron (1995: 387).  
212 Text is that of Martin. 
213 First observed by W. Levitan (1979: 68n18). 
214 Cameron (1995: 322). 
215 Cameron (1995: 322). 
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mind here,216 then we may detect here a double entendre. Callimachus may be alluding to 
the opening of Hesiod’s Works and Days, and his use of the adjective ἄρρητος to express 
the omnipotence of Zeus (Hes. Op. 1-4): 
 Μοῦσαι Πιερίηθεν, ἀοιδῇσι κλείουσαι, 
 δεῦτε, Δί’ ἐννέπετε σφέτερον πατέρ’ ὑµνείουσαι, 
 ὅν τε διὰ βροτοὶ ἄνδρες ὁµῶς ἄφατοί τε φατοί τε 
 ῥητοί τ’ ἄρρητοί τε Διὸς µεγάλοιο ἕκητι. 
  
 Muses from Pieria, glorifying in song, 
 come, speak in praise of Zeus your father, 
 through whom mortal men are both left spoken and unspoken, 
 famous and unfamed by the will of great Zeus. 
The author of the life of Aratus writes that the opening of Aratus’s Phaenomena, 
specifically his beginning with Zeus, marked Aratus out as an imitator of the opening of 
Hesiod’s Works and Days (Vita 2 pp. 12-13 Martin). In this adjective, and in these lines 
in particular, we see all the virtues of Hesiod’s style mentioned above: assonance, 
antithesis, paranomasia, matched phrases and rhymes—those features which cause 
sweetness (hence, µελιχρότατον).  
 But more importantly, Callimachus’s juxtaposition of ῥήσιες with Ἀρήτου, in 
sound, emulates Hesiod’s ῥητοί τ’ ἄρρητοί and is in the same metrical position. His 
placement of the two nouns elicits the lengthening of the initial alpha of Aratus’s name 																																																								
216 A sentiment at least as old as the ancient Life of Aratus (Vita 2 Martin), for which, see 
Hunter (2014: 295-96). 
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by position, forcing it to sound like the very adjective Aratus used to name himself. 
Callimachus is signalling his acknowledgement that Aratus wrote his name into a word 
from the text which was his poetic model. Moreover—and this might be the most 
Callimachean stroke of irony—Aratus accomplishes the enunciation of his own name in a 
word that means “unspoken.” Just when Aratus proclaims that no one will allow Zeus to 
go “unnamed,” he names himself. Finally, Aratus ekes out for himself a new etymology 
for his name—the unnamed named one—when his name actually means “prayed for.” 
But this is exactly what is “most honeyed” about Aratus’s Hesiodic “manner” (τρόπος): 
he can write his own name into his text and transform its meaning, all with the sweet-
sounding words and style of his predecessor, Hesiod. Nothing would be more worthy of a 
nod from the man of Cyrene. 
 Aratus names himself by innuendo in his Phaenomena, and that marks him out as 
particularly Hesiodic, as one of Hesiod’s most important contributions to the epic 
landscape is the fact that he names himself. We may note how strategically placed his 
name is in line twenty-two of the Theogony, at the very end of a characteristically 
Hesiodic catalogue of the gods hymned by the Muses “as they send forth their very 
beautiful voice” (περικαλλέα ὄσσαν ἱεῖσαι, Th. 10). All of the twenty gods listed (Th. 11-
21) are given in the accusative case, just as Hesiod’s name is. Hesiod is the natural 
inheritor of the Muses’ song, insomuch as he is in a way the final name given in that 
song; but he is also taught this “beautiful song” (καλὴν…ἀοιδήν, Th. 22) by the Muses, 
and here we may have an etymological gloss by Hesiod on his own name: the sender of 
song, from ἵηµι and ἀοιδή. Note the assonant sound-play between Ἡσίοδον and ἀοιδήν at 
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line-end. Note as well the participle used to describe the Muses at the beginning of the 
catalogue, ἱεῖσαι, “sending forth,” a verb given by the authors of the Etymologicum 
Gudianum and the Etymologicum magnum to explain the first element of Hesiod’s 
name.217  
 The importance of naming oneself in one’s poem must not have been lost on 
Aratus and Callimachus, nor was it for other important emulators of Hesiod. Nicander, 
whose poem the Theriaca is deeply indebted to Hesiod,218 inserts his name into the poem 
by means of an acrostic (Ther. 345-53) in the lengthiest mythical aetion in the poem, 
which includes an etymological explanation for the dipsas’s (Thirst’s) name (a type of 
snake),219 the loss of Youth from mankind (our gift for betraying Prometheus), and a 
description of a golden age—a most Hesiodic passage.220 Perhaps even more outstanding 
is the fact that in this passage concerned with the name of dipsas, in which Nicander 
secretly inserts his name down the margin, there is no other proper name to be found in 
the passage.221 Thus, Zeus is the “most-revered blood of Kronos” (Κρόνου πρεσβίστατον 
αἷµα, Ther. 344), Prometheus is the “stealer of fire” (πυρὸς ληίστορ’, Ther. 347), and so 
on. In a passage which exhibits Hesiod’s sensibility for myths, aitia, and figurae 
etymologicae, Nicander pays homage to his predecessor by inscribing himself into his 
poem, just as Hesiod and Aratus do. And we must not forget the end of the Georgics, 
where Vergil names himself as the poet of the Georgics (Vergilium, Georg. 4.563 also in 																																																								
217 See T27-28 Most. 
218 For which, see Floris Overduin (2015). 
219 “The only aetion in the poem concerned with a name” (Overduin 2015: 313). 
220 See Overduin (2015: 310-23). 
221 Overduin (2015: 314). 
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the accusative), but also quotes the first line of his Eclogues (Georg. 4.567; cf. Ecl. 1.1), 
thus proclaiming himself to be the author of both works. This act, Stephanie Nelson has 
argued, mirrors Hesiod’s own retrojective confirmation in Works and Days (650-59) that 
he is also the author of the Theogony.222 Names, both Quintilian and Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus tell us (Chapter Three), are of great concern to Hesiod, specifically the 
“sweetness” of names (Dionysius), most especially one’s own, but as we have seen, the 
names of others, and other words as well (nouns, verbs, adjectives) afford the poet with 
opportunities to make his poetry sweet-sounding. 
 And such verbal play abounds in all these authors, but a few notable examples are 
worth mention. In the prologue of his Aetia, Callimachus places the noun Τε[λ]χῖσιν and 
the infinitive τήκ[ειν] in the same position before the caesura in consecutive lines (Aet. I. 
fr. 1.7-8); not only do they share the same sound profile of dentals and palatals, but as 
Benjamin Acosta-Hughes and Susan Stephens point out, “Callimachus is surely playing 
on the ‘etymology’ that derives Τελχῖνες from τήκειν.”223 In his Hymn to Zeus, another 
important witness of his engagement with Hesiod, Callimachus derives the name of the 
Kouretes (Κούρητες) from the fact that they beat on their shields so that Kronos would 
not hear the baby Zeus “being a boy” (κουρίζοντος, Hymn 1.51-53). Aratus, describing 
the constellation Arrow (Ὀϊστός) and Bird (Ὄρνις) beside it, mentions another bird-
constellation, Eagle (Ἄητος), so named because it “is tossed” about in the wind (ἄηται, 
Phaen. 313-15). Vergil has Evander say in his golden-age description of the early Latins 
that Saturn gathered the race together, gave the people laws, “and preferred that they be 																																																								
222 Nelson (2018: 366). 
223 Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2002: 241). 
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called Latium, since it was in these borders that he hid in safety” (Latiumque 
vocari/maluit, his quoniam latuisse tutus in oris, Verg. Aen. 8.322-23). 
 Although Quintus of Smyrna largely mimics a Homeric style, we find touches of 
Hesiodic accent throughout his narrative. Note in the introduction of the anonymous bard, 
for example, the balanced chiasm of dental and labial sounds: “for no longer was there 
fear of grievous war” (οὐ γὰρ ἔτ’ αὐτοῖς/ δεῖµα πέλεν πολέµοιο δυσηχέος, 14.122-23), or 
the repetition of long and short e’s as well as the rhyming endings accomplished through 
homoteleuton in the clause that follows: “but they were turned to the works of Good-
governance and lovely good cheer” (ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ ἔργα/ εὐνοµίης ἐτράποντο καὶ εὐφροσύνης 
ἐρατεινῆς, 14.123-24). And we also find figurae etymologicae in the poem, reflecting a 
knowledge and appreciation for names. In Book Two, the battle between Achilles and 
Memnon is likened to that between Titans (2.517-19), and the narrator says that Enyo 
“stretched” out the balanced battle for them (τοὔνεκ’ ἄρα σφίσι δῆριν ἴσην ἐτάνυσσεν 
Ἐνυώ, 2.525), the same play on the meaning of the Titans’ name found in Hesiod (Th. 
207-10). And in his description of Achilles’ shield, Aphrodite is described as dipping out 
of the sea “still bearing foam in her hair” (ἀφρὸν ἔτ’ ἀµφὶ κόµῃσιν ἔχουσ’, 5.70), 
reflecting the aetion given for the meaning of her name in Hesiod’s Theogony discussed 
above.224 Thus, Quintus of Smyrna’s adoption of a Hesiodic stance is not simply a 
posture; in fact, we can find traces of Hesiod’s sweet-sounding, flowing style, putting 
Quintus of Smyrna in good company with the Hellenistic poets who admired and 
emulated Hesiod’s ‘honeyed’ style. And we find that this style can best be viewed at the 																																																								
224 Recall the discussion in Chapter Two of Neoptolemus’s etymological play on his own 
name. 
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level of the word, for it is in the sounds and semantics of names, nouns, adjectives, and 
verbs, that we discover the beauty and appreciation of Hesiod’s poetry. 
 By examining Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica in light of Hesiod’s ancient 
reception, we discover that to read him solely from the point of view of Homeric 
emulation misses much of the implicit critique of Homer that Quintus of Smyrna embeds 
into his poetry. His understanding of Hesiod reflects prevalent attitudes toward Hesiod as 
a peace-loving farmer poet. His revision of Homeric excellence to focus more on 
intellectual virtue mirrors the afterlife of Hesiod’s paths to arete and kakotes as well as 
the passage about the very best man, and the fact that they were most often summoned by 
the philosophers to discuss the path to wisdom. Finally, his poetic self-fashioning 
positions him in close association with Callimachus and the Alexandrian scholar-poets, 
who looked to Hesiod for an alternative voice from Homer’s as well as emulated 
Hesiod’s “honeyed” style that focused on the sounds and meanings of individual words. 
In these ways, Quintus of Smyrna draws a direct connection between his poetry and the 
aesthetics of the literary culture of the Hellenistic era. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: QUINTUS OF SMYRNA AND HIS LITERARY MILIEU 	
5.1 Quintus of Smyrna and the Second Sophistic 
This study has attempted to show that Quintus of Smyrna’s engagement with Hesiod 
cannot be read in isolation; rather, his appeals to Hesiod are to be read as critiques of 
Homer and drawing upon the ancients’ view of Hesiod as Homer’s poetic rival, a view 
best exemplified in the tradition of the Certamen, but also in the works of the 
Alexandrian poets. To highlight his critique of Homer, Quintus of Smyrna alludes to 
Hesiod while on strictly Homeric “turf.” Homer’s ekphrasis of Achilles’ shield (Il. 
18.478-613) and his invocation to the Muses (Il. 2.484-93) are iconic passages, a point 
made clear by Vergil’s imitation of them in his Aeneid (cf. Aen. 6.625-27, 7.645-46, 
8.626-731). That Quintus of Smyrna would take these opportunities to re-orient his 
reader’s literary gaze toward Hesiod is abrupt and, I have argued, draws our attention to 
his revising of Homeric images of the world (as inscribed on the shield), his heroic ideals, 
and his characters. As such, this study differs sharply from the majority of Quintus 
scholarship that interprets the Posthomerica firmly within a Homeric framework.  
 It remains now to situate Quintus of Smyrna and his engagement with Homer and 
Hesiod within his literary and cultural (Second Sophistic) milieu. This is especially 
difficult for two reasons: if we accept the current consensus of placing the Posthomerica 
in the latter half of the third century CE, then the work straddles the conventional dates 
for the end of the Second Sophistic and the beginning of the Late Antique eras. As Calum 
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Maciver shrewdly writes, “categorisation, then, according to known schools and trends 
for the Posthomerica is relatively elusive.”225  
 Secondly, the stability of the term Second Sophistic is still a topic of fierce 
scholarly debate.226 As Tim Whitmarsh has argued, the belief that the Second Sophistic 
era’s concern with “display oratory in persona was unique to 50-250 CE is simply not 
true. Hellenistic and Late Antique authors all show interest and point rather to a 
continuous interest from 4th c. BCE through Late Antiquity.”227 Silvio Bär 
understandably looks to the paired speeches of Odysseus and Ajax at QS 5.180-316 in 
order to argue that “contemporary [Second] Sophistic declamatory practice may have 
influenced Quintus’ otherwise strongly Homericizing poem,”228 yet we witness the same 
type of concern for declamatory rhetoric in the paired controversiae of Ovid’s 
Metamorphoses (12.620-13.398).229 As to the claim that the Second Sophistic may be 
characterized as a reclamation of Greek prestige under Roman rule through the Greeks’ 
hearkening back to their literary heritage (paideia),230 one might ask: what period of 
Greek literary production after Alexander’s conquest was not concerned with its 
heritage? Finally, why would one think of Quintus of Smyrna’s epic hexameter poem in 
																																																								225	Maciver (2012a: 18). 
226 See most recently Johnson and Richter (2017: 3-9), Whitmarsh (2017: 11-23; 2013: 1-
8). 
227 Whitmarsh (2017: 12-13).  
228 Bär (2010: 288). 
229 For detailed comparison of Quintus of Smyrna and Ovid, see James and Lee (2000). 
230 Ewen Bowie writes, “to reassure themselves that Greece had a claim comparable to 
that of Rome, they began to dwell more and more, in their principal cultural activities, on 
the political greatness of the past” (1970: 46). 
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Second Sophistic terms in the first place, a period characterized as a flourishing of Greek 
Attic oratorical prose? 
 However, two reasons compel me to consider the Posthomerica within the 
purview of the Second Sophistic. First of all, it is the best of the worst terms available to 
us, to date. “Greek imperial poetry” is confusing, since ‘imperial’ refers to the Roman 
Empire. Whitmarsh’s term Postclassical, while novel, is not widely accepted.231 And the 
historical, political and cultural valences of the term Second Sophistic can be palpably 
felt in the prose literature of the period as well as in the Posthomerica.232 That being said, 
I do agree with Whitmarsh that the discussion of Second Sophistic ought to be one of 
continuity with the Hellenistic era, as my examination shows that Quintus of Smyrna’s 
literary tastes are deeply indebted to Callimachus and his circle.233 
 The second compelling reason is particularly relevant to this study, the fact that 
we may observe commonalities between Quintus of Smyrna and several Second 
Sophistic authors with regard to their reception of Homer. Lawrence Kim in his book 
Homer Between History and Fiction in Imperial Greek Literature writes that “under the 
Empire, the reverence of Homer is as enthusiastic as ever.”234 For Greeks living under 
Roman rule, social standing relied heavily on one’s knowledge of Homer: “in a culture 
where elite identity was tied up with the literary authority of the classics, to quote Homer, 
to appeal to his poetry, was part of the continuous process of asserting one’s membership 																																																								
231 For Whitmarsh’s rationale for the term Postclassical, see Whitmarsh (2013: 1-5). 
232 See Calchas’s speech at QS 13.334-49, where he informs his fellow Achaeans of 
Aeneas’s fate to found a city on the Tiber that will rule the world for all time. 
233 Whitmarsh writes, “we can see just how indistinct the line is that separates the 
Hellenistic and imperial eras” (2017: 20).  
234 Kim (2010: 5). 
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in the ‘cultured’ and therefore ‘Greek’ elite.”235 And yet, within that main stream of 
Homeric reverence, Kim identifies a subset of Greek authors (Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, 
Lucian and Philostratus) whose challenges to the historicity of Homer’s narratives 
constitute a “distinct group within the larger body of Homeric continuations, rewritings, 
and revisions so popular in the Imperial period.”236 Philostratus’s Heroicus, for instance, 
presents a dialogue between a vinedresser and a Phoenician merchant, in which the 
vinedresser gives an account of the Trojan War that he heard from Protesilaus, the first 
Greek to die in the war, an account differing markedly from Homer’s. Dio Chrysostom’s 
Trojan Oration (Or. 11) offers an alternative narrative to Homer’s, stating instead that 
Achilles was in fact killed by Hector, and that a peace treaty was struck between the two 
sides after the Greeks lost the war. And an author known as Ptolemy the Quail apparently 
wrote a twenty-four book verse refutation of Homer called the Anthomeros.237 These 
examples suggest that Homeric critique has a place in Second Sophistic receptions of 
Homer, and I would argue that Quintus of Smyrna’s use of Hesiod operates within that 
vein. 
 I differ, therefore, from Bär, in that I see the Posthomerica as an example of a text 
that challenges the authority of Homer. Bär is right to assert that Quintus of Smyrna 
“writes in a strongly Homericizing style and adheres by and large to the traditional story 																																																								
235 Kim (2010: 9-10). 
236 Kim (2010: 4). Bär writes, “a striking feature of various Second Sophistic prose texts 
which deal with Homeric matters is their tendency to question or even revise, rephrase, 
and ‘correct’ Homer and his tales in a playful, innovative, and often ironic way” (2010: 
289).  
237 Kim (2010: 18-19). Detailed discussion of the other examples mentioned are also to 
be found therein. 
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patterns of the post-Iliadic events without significant changes to what can be seen as the 
common cultural heritage of the Greeks.”238 However, rather than view the Posthomerica 
as a “traditional response” when compared to the “innovative tendencies” of Philostratus 
and others,239 I would argue that we ought to view the Posthomerica alongside those 
Second Sophistic authors whose appreciation for Homer is seen in their “parody, 
reinvention, and rewriting”240 of his poems. 
 Hesiod’s reception during the Second Sophistic follows a similar arc as that just 
described of Homeric reception. At the same time, Helen Van Noorden writes, that we 
witness “forms of charitable interpretation”241 of Hesiod from such authors as Plutarch, 
Maximus of Tyre, and Dio Chrysostom, Lucian’s Conversation with Hesiod “exhibits a 
mixture of admiration and criticism of Hesiod,”242 while we find early Christian 
apologists “co-opting Hesiodic narratives for anti-Hesiodic projects.”243 Hesiod is no less 
within the crosshairs of Second Sophistic critics, it seems.  
What has never been addressed, however, is whether the victory of Hesiod over 
Homer as witnessed in the Certamen persists among the poets of this era. Furthermore, 
what role does Hellenistic literary criticism and poetry play in the hexameter poetry of 
this period? To these questions this study of Quintus of Smyrna’s engagement of Hesiod 
offers some answers. While we see several authors appealing to Hesiod, it is not as 
prevalent in their works as it is in Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica, nor is it done from 																																																								
238 Bär (2010: 290-91). 
239 Bär (2010: 291). 
240 Kim (2010: 16). 
241 Van Noorden (2018: 399). 
242 Van Noorden (2018: 402). 
243 Van Noorden (2018: 408). 
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a place of rivalry with Homer. Moreover, while one poet (Oppian) seems to go directly 
back to the archaic source, most allusions to Hesiod from the Second Sophistic and Late 
Antique periods are mediated obliquely through a Hellenistic lens. This move is contrite 
and learned, and speaks to a dependency on the Alexandrians in order to gain access to 
Hesiod, rather than a conscious move to stand by a particularly anti-Homeric ideal. In 
these ways Quintus of Smyrna is unique among his fellow hexameter poets, but in other 
ways he is a representative of Homeric and Hesiodic reception that begins in the 
Hellenistic period and persists through the Roman, Imperial, Second Sophistic, and Late 
Antique eras. 
5.2 Divine Visitation 
Quintus of Smyrna’s imitation of Hesiod’s divine encounter with the Muses, discussed in 
Chapter Three, offers his readership the chance to view him impersonating Hesiod while 
telling a Homeric narrative. Closer inspection reveals, however, that his allusion to 
Hesiod is focused through Callimachus’s description of the encounter in the Aetia. It has 
long been observed244 that when Quintus of Smyrna describes himself as “pasturing 
widely famous flocks in the lands of Smyrna” (Σµύρνης ἐν δαπέδοισι περικλυτὰ µῆλα 
νέµοντι, QS 12.310), his language closely echoes Callimachus in the Aetia where he 
describes Hesiod “pasturing his flocks” (µῆλα νέµ̣οντι Aet. I. fr. 2.1-2 Pfeiffer).245 Calum 
																																																								
244 So far as I can tell, Pfeiffer was the first to suggest a connection between Callimachus 
and Quintus (Vol. I, p. 9). On this Callimachean intertext, see also Bär (2007, 47-51), 
Vian (1969, 101), Hopkinson (1994, 106; 2003, 1291), Maciver (2012a: 66-67; 2012b: 
35-38). 
245 For other imitations of Hesiod’s ποιµαίνονθ’ or Callimachus’s νέµοντι, see Theocritus 
(Id. 7.91-93), in which Simichidas tells Lycidas that the Muses “also taught me a good 
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Maciver has even suggested that calling his flocks “widely famous” is a type of 
“Alexandrian footnote,” cluing his reader to the important reference.246 For Maciver, 
these Callimachean allusions at this late point in the Posthomerica reveal Quintus of 
Smyrna’s “wide breadth of reading and scholarly insight.”247 But a fourteen-book epic on 
the fall of Troy clearly does not mirror the brief, subtle, discontinuous and anti-heroic 
refinement of Callimachus’s Aetia. I would argue, instead, that Quintus of Smyrna’s 
allusion to Callimachus is ideological, signalling to his audience that he means to place 
himself firmly in the Hellenistic camp that champions Hesiod over Homer, and he does 
so by recalling Callimachus’s Aetia prologue, a passage in which Callimachus dispenses 
with the thunderous, many-versed martial epics of Homer for the sake of the catalogic 
poetry of Hesiod. 
Callimachus’s Aetia is a well-spring of inspiration for later authors wishing to 
imitate Hesiod’s encounter with the Muses, for not only does he recount a dream in 
which he is transported to Helicon at the time (Aet. I. fr.2.1-2), 
ποιµ⌋ένι µῆλα νέµ⌊οντι παρ’ ἴχνιον ὀξέος ἵππου 																																																																																																																																																																					
many songs as I was cowherding (βουκολέοντα, 92) throughout the mountains.” See also 
Aslclepiades (vel Archias), Anth. Pal. 9.64.1-2 who uses the same participle as Hesiod in 
the same case and metrical sedes (ποιµαίνοντα) when describing Hesiod’s encounter with 
the Muses. The (late 3rd/early 4th c. CE) author of P. Oxy. 3537 (T95 Most), in the most 
extensive imitation of Hesiod’s initiation scene I have found, calls himself a “herder of 
sheep” (µηλονόµον, l. 13), a noun-form derived from Callimachus’s verb (νέµω). 
246 Maciver (2012a: 15; 2012b: 57-68). For more Callimachean characterization, see QS 
12.309 (πρίν µοι <ἔτ’> ἀµφὶ παρειὰ κατασκίδνασθαι ἴουλον, “before the down had yet 
spread across my cheeks). In the Florentine Scholium (ad Fr. 2 Pfeiffer Vol. I. p. 11), we 
are told that Callimachus met with the Muses and took from them the explanation of the 
Aetia at a time in his life when the down had recently sprouted (ἀ]ρ̣τ̣ιγένειο̣ς̣ ὤν̣). On the 
metapoetic nature of this reference to Callimachus, see Bär (2007: 50). 
247 Maciver (2012a: 16). 
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 Ἡσιόδ⌋ῳ Μουσέων ἑσµὸ⌊ς ὅτ’ ἠντίασεν 
    µ]έν οἱ Χάεος γενες [ 
when the swarm of Muses met with Hesiod,  
a shepherd pasturing his sheep along the hoofprint of the sharp horse  
[and told?] him the birth of Chaos,  
but he also transforms the anecdote into his own form of divine initiation in the prologue 
to his poem. Callimachus famously narrates how Apollo came to him in his youth and 
told him to “feed the victim as fat as possible, but nurture a slender Muse, good lad” 
(Callim. Aet. I. fr. 1.23-24). Benjamin Acosta-Hughes and Susan Stephens point out the 
linguistic and thematic connections between the two above passages and Hesiod’s divine 
encounter: “Callimachus describes his youthful encounter with Apollo in language that 
recalls the moment of divine visitation in the Theogony…Apollo’s advice about sheep 
and the Muses in fragment 1 anticipates fragment 2.1…and that earlier poetic initation 
where Hesiod had to choose between his sheep and the Muses.”248 At the same time that 
Callimachus creates a literary bond with Hesiod in this passage, he also unrolls his own 
program of composing “slender,” sophisticated poetry in the manner of Euripides.249 
 Callimachus’s encounter with Apollo is imitated by Latin authors, but in the 
following examples Hesiod, though not front and center, is still somewhere in the 
periphery. Ennius seems to introduce his Annales (fr. 1) with a verse reminiscent of Hes. 
Th. 70-71:  																																																								
248 Acostsa-Hughes and Sephens (2002: 248-49) 
249 For λεπτός and its reference to Euripidean poetry as discussed in Aristophanes’ Frogs, 
see Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2002: 247).  
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Musae, quae pedibus magnum pulsatis Olympum.250  
Muses, you who strike great Olympus with your feet.  
At some point he then reports a dream in which the spirit of Homer finds new residence 
in his body, having transmigrated from the body of a peacock (frr. 2-9), a passage clearly 
reminiscent of Callimachus’s dream sequence.251 Vergil, too, evokes Callimachus’s 
divine encounter in Eclogues 6, where the shepherd-poet Tityrus is warned by Cynthian 
Apollo not to sing of “kings and battles” (Ecl. 6.3), for which reason Tityrus sports a 
“rustic Muse” (Ecl. 6.8). But Hesiod is not far away in this poem either: the satyr Silenus 
sings of Vergil’s fellow poet Gallus wandering along the Heliconian waters of 
Permessus, to whom the mythical bard Linus says, “these reeds—hey, take them—the 
Muses give them to you, which they once gave the old Ascraean” (hos tibi dant calamos 
(en accipe) Musae, /Ascraeo quos ante seni, Ecl. 6.69-70). In these Roman examples, 
Hesiod is always in the picture, but it is Callimachus’s example which guides their 
narrations of divine admonition.  
 When we examine the proem to Pseudo-Oppian’s (early 3rd c. CE) Cynegetica, we 
find that the poet engages actively with Callimachus’s Aetia proem, but Hesiod is 
nowhere to be found. First, it is not Apollo but his sister Artemis who rouses the poet 
(Ps.-Opp. Cyn. 1.20-21): 
 Ἔγρεο, καὶ τρηχεῖαν ἐπιστείβωµεν ἀταρπόν, 
 τὴν µερόπων οὔπω τις ἑῇς ἐπάτησεν ἀοιδαῖς.252 																																																								
250 Text is that of Skutsch. 
251 For which, see Hardie (1986: 76-83). 
252 Text is that of Mair. 
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 ‘Get up, and let us tread upon a rough path, 
 which no mortal has trampled upon with his songs.’ 
This passage is modeled closely on Apollo’s second injunction (Callim. Aet. I. fr. 1.25-
26): 
 πρὸς δέ σε] καὶ τόδ’ ἄνωγα, τὰ µὴ πατέουσιν ἅµαξαι 
 τὰ στείβε]ιν. 
 
 ‘And this too I bid you, not to tread upon those paths 
 which the wagons trample on.’ 
Artemis certainly seeks originality from her poet, just as Apollo does from Callimachus, 
but her interests are specific, and after a recusatio of a number of different themes, she 
settles on the breeds of hunting dogs and horses, types of beasts and how to hunt them 
(Cyn. 1.34-40). Heeding the commands of the goddess of the hunt, Pseudo-Oppian begins 
(πρῶτα, Cyn. 1.81) by prescribing that the hunter be in the physical shape best suited to 
the demands of hunting, and in his description, we see him rejecting the Callimachean 
poetic model of fat (πάχιστον, Aet. I. fr. 1.23) sheep and slender (λεπταλέην, Aet. I. fr. 
1.24) Muse. Young men must not be “too thick” (µή µοι µάλα πίονες ἔστων, Cyn. 1.81), 
for often they must mount a horse in the narrow ditches or chase a beast through the 
woods (Cyn. 1.81-85). He concludes (Cyn. 1.86-90): 
 τῷ µὴ πιαλέοι θήρης ἐπὶ µῶλον ἴοιεν, 
 µηδ’ ἔτι λεπταλέοι· καὶ γάρ ποτε δηρίσασθαι 
	 171	
	
 θηρσὶν ἐνυαλίοισι χρεὼ πολυαργέα φῶτα. 
 τοὔνεκά µοι δέµας ὧδε κερασσάµενοι φορέοιεν, 
 ἀµφότερον κραιπνόν τε θέειν σθεναρόν τε µάχεσθαι.   90 
 
 Therefore may those who come to the battle of the hunt not be fat 
 nor yet thin, for the gainful hunter must at times  
 do battle with warlike beasts. For which reason, 
 may they bear a form tempered in the following manner, 
 both swift to run and strong to fight.      90 
For Pseudo-Oppian, both richness and slenderness of style are ideals which cannot be 
applied to the very real and practical advice he offers the hunter, and he shows how 
neither would be optimal for the types of situations in which a hunter finds himself. 
Clearly this 3rd c. CE poet has an axe to grind with Callimachus’s aesthetic principles,253 
but the Hesiodic source in the background of the Aetia is not to be found in the 
Cynegetica’s opening statements, whereas in Quintus of Smyrna, the focus remains on 
the Hesiodic model, to which the Callimachean imitation is subservient. This double 
engagement puts Quintus of Smyrna in company more with his Roman counterparts, 
except that his focus is trained more on Hesiodic self-fashioning, which his references to 
Callimachus are meant to buttress. 
Triphiodorus’s Iliou Halosis (late 3rd/early 4th c. CE), an epyllion much indebted 
to Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica, especially his narrative of the Wooden Horse, 																																																								
253 See Manuel Baumbach (2017: 498), Constanza (1991: 479-89). 
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does not display the ethical conflict over treachery and honor that, we saw in Chapter 
Two, was of central concern to Neoptolemus in Quintus of Smyrna’s version. Nor is 
Neoptolemus loath to participate according to Triphiodorus’s account, but upon 
Odysseus’s urging, he enters the horse with the enthusiasm of a colt (Triph. 152-56). 
Thus, the dilemma of dolos versus arete is not present, nor the importance of Hesiodic 
wisdom. Equally as important, there is no epic interruption, as in Quintus of Smyrna, to 
invoke the Muses in Homero-Hesiodic guise. Quintus of Smyrna’s invocation to the 
Muses, by comparison, is utterly unlike that of his contemporaries and successors, and 
carries with it a concern for his epic tradition, which includes both Homer and Hesiod. 
 
5.3 Accessing Hesiod 
We saw above that when Pseudo-Oppian engages Callimachus’s aesthetics of richness 
and slenderness, Hesiod and his divine encounter with the Muses are passed over in 
silence. When Greek hexameter poets of the Second Sophistic or Late Antique eras do 
refer to Hesiod, it is in large part accomplished through a Hellenistic intermediary. This is 
what distinguishes Quintus of Smyrna and Oppian from the rest of the fold, for they both 
also access Hesiod directly and use him as a framing device for their discussions.  
 Most of our hexameter poets from the third to fifth centuries CE refer obliquely to 
Hesiod via some minute reference to a Hellenistic text, which points back to the Ascraean 
bard. Pseudo-Oppian is like Hesiod in that he is the author of a didactic poem on hunting, 
and so would have every reason to allude back to Hesiod, especially at the beginning of 
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Book Two of his Cynegetica, where he discusses his homeland of Syria, but instead, this 
is what we hear (Cyn. 2.156-57): 
 ἀλλὰ τὰ µὲν κατὰ κόσµον ἀείσοµεν εὐρέα κάλλη 
 πάτρης ἡµετέρης ἐρατῇ Πιµπληΐδι µολπῇ. 
 
 But we shall in due order sing the wide beauties  
of our fatherland in lovely Pimpleian song. 
By Pimpleian he means that his poem shall be written in the manner of Hesiod. But his 
reference to Hesiod comes out only in the epithet Pimpleian, the adjective form of 
Pimpleia, a fountain on Pieria sacred to the Muses mentioned in Callimachus’s hymn to 
Delos (Hymn 4.7).  
Colluthus (5th c. CE) in his Rape of Helen begins his epyllion with the marriage of 
Peleus and Thetis, a goddess whom he calls the sister of Amphitrite (Colluth. 21), a 
reference to Hesiod Th. 243-44, where Thetis and Amphitrite are listed as daughters of 
Nereus and Doris. Among the attendants of the ceremony (Colluth. 24-25):  
ἐκ δὲ Μελισσήεντος ἀπ’ εὐόδµου Ἑλικῶνος 
Μουσάων λιγύφωνον ἄγων χορὸν ἦλθεν Ἀπόλλων.254   25 
 
Apollo came leading the chorus of clear-voiced  
Muses out of Melisseeis, from sweet-smelling Helicon.    25 
																																																								
254 Text is that of Mair. 
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The noun Melisseis alludes to Nicander, who at the beginning of his Theriaca questions 
(Ther. 10-12):  
     εἰ ἐτεόν περ     10 
 Ἀσκραῖος µυχάτοιο Μελισσήεντος ἐπ’ ὄχθαις 
 Ἡσίοδος κατέλεξε παρ’ ὕδασι Περµησσοῖο.255 
 
      whether     10 
 Ascraean Hesiod spoke truthfully, who told stories along the waters  
 of Permessos at the banks of innermost Melisseeis. 
According to the scholia, this region of Helicon, named after one King Melisseus, was 
the particular locale on the mountain where Hesiod encountered the Muses.256 It seems 
that throughout the Second Sophistic and Late Antique eras, the poets prefer to give us 
only the slightest notion of Hesiod, evinced through erudite and obscure Hellenistic 
references to him. 
 By contrast, Oppian in his five-book didactic poem Halieutica (176-80 CE) 
frames several of his books with Hesiodic questions, in which he is clearly engaging 
directly with the ideas from Hesiod’s texts. In Book Three, he says that the fisherman 
must “love the sea” (Opp. Hal. 3.48), the exact opposite stance that Hesiod holds toward 
sea-faring (cf. Hes. Op. 618-34). But of course this makes sense, since Oppian’s theme is 
fishing, and therefore the perceived audience of his poem must not harbor the same 
distress or distrust for the ocean. In Book Four, whose topic is the mating habits of sea-																																																								
255 Text is that of Gow and Schofield. 
256 Overduin (2015: 184). 
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creatures, Oppian begins by addressing Eros, “most beautiful of the gods to behold with 
the eyes” (Ἔρως…θεῶν κάλλιστε µὲν ὄσσοις/ εἰσιδέειν, Hal. 4.11-12)257—a description 
based on Hesiod’s description of the same god at Th. 120 (Ἔρος, ὃς κάλλιστος ἐν 
ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσι). He then poses the question of Eros’s origin, “if then you are oldest of 
the blessed gods in age, and arose from unsmiling Chaos” (εἴτ’ οὖν ἐν µακάρεσσι 
παλαίτατος ἐσσι γενέθλῃ,/ ἐκ Χάεος δ’ ἀνέτειλας ἀµειδέος, Hal. 4.23-24), a clear 
reference to the beginning proper of Hesiod’s Theogony (116-20), which, however, states 
that Eros is in fact the second (or third) god to be born, after Chaos, Gaia and Tartara.258 
These references are not oblique, but show Oppian’s direct engagement with Hesiod. 
 But most interesting is the way Oppian frames the second book of the Halieutica, 
the one on the justice of the sea; in this instance, he begins with an allusion to Hesiod’s 
discussion of justice in the Works and Days, only to qualify it at the end of the book with 
a reference to Aratus’s discussion of Dike-Parthenos’s abandonment of mankind. And 
here, Oppian’s engagement with Hesiod is more meaningfully appreciated through his 
Hellenistic sources. After a lengthy priamel, in which Oppian identifies the offices of 
each god, he asks that the gods hold a gracious heart toward Marcus Aurelius, the 
addressee of the poem, “blessed wielder of the scepter” (µάκαρ σκηπτοῦχε, Hal. 2.41). 
He then enters upon the topic at hand, namely the violence which fish inflict upon each 
other, prefacing it with the following statement (Hal. 2.43-47): 
 Ἰχθύσι δ’ οὔτε δίκη µεταρίθµιος οὔτε τις αἰδώς, 																																																								
257 Text is that of Mair. 
258 Depending on whether one regards Tartara as a god (in the plural) or as a place in 
Gaia. 
	 176	
	
 οὐ φιλότης· πάντες γὰρ ἀνάρσιοι ἀλλήλοισι 
 δυσµενέες πλώουσιν· ὁ δὲ κρατερώτερος αἰεὶ    45 
 δαίνυτ’ ἀφαυροτέρους, ἄλλῳ δ’ ἐπινήχεται ἄλλος 
 πότµον ἄγων, ἕτερος δ’ ἑτέρῳ πόρσυνεν ἐδωδήν. 
 
 There is no accounting for justice among fishes, nor for shame, 
 nor amity, for all sail with bitter hostility  
 toward one another. The stronger is always dining     45 
 on the weaker, one swims against the other, 
 bringing doom, each providing fodder to the next. 
This passage evokes Hesiod’s command to his brother Perses that he yield to justice and 
forget about violence (Op. 276-80),  
 τόνδε γὰρ ἀνθρώποισι νόµον διέταξε Κρονίων, 
 ἰχθύσι µὲν καὶ θηρσὶ καὶ οἰωνοῖς πετεηνοῖς 
 ἔσθειν ἀλλήλους, ἐπεὶ οὐ δίκη ἐστὶ µετ’ αὐτοῖς· 
 ἀνθρώποισι δ’ ἔδωκε δίκην, ἣ πολλὸν ἀρίστη 
 γίνεται.         280 
 
for the son of Kronos ordained this law for men, 
that it is for fishes and beasts and winged birds  
to eat one another, since Justice is not among them, 
but to men he gave Justice, and she is by far 
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the best.         280 
Not only is this passage of interest to Oppian because Hesiod mentions fish, but he 
mentions them as being incapable of peaceful living, the very tone Oppian wishes to 
express about the violent wars of the sea. However, at the end of Book Two, he surprises 
us by returning to the topic of Justice, only to refute what Aratus says in the Phaenomena 
(96-136). Abhorred with the wicked and violent ways of the Bronze race, Aratus tells us, 
Justice left mankind and sought refuge in Heaven. Oppian acknowledges that Justice did 
indeed leave mankind for a long time, but then Zeus returned her to the earth when he 
gave kingly power over to Marcus Aurelius and Commodus (Hal. 2.664-80), whose joint 
regency has restored peace on earth (Hal. 2.681-88). And so, in a stunning reversal, 
Oppian disputes Aratus’s reading of Hesiod’s myth of the races, in an attempt to pay due 
homage to Rome’s emperor, a Callimachean or Theocritean (or Manilian) act of kingly 
worship, coupled with pointed engagement of Hesiod’s notion of justice. Oppian wrestles 
with Hesiod in his Halieutica, with far more gusto than his contemporaries other than 
Quintus of Smyrna; the only difference between these two poets, I would argue, is that 
Quintus of Smyrna’s evocation of Hesiod is leveled at Homer. 
 
5.4 Choosing Hesiod (over Homer?) 
In no way would I argue that Quintus of Smyrna prefers Hesiod over Homer, or that he 
abandons Homer for Hesiod. In every case of Hesiodic engagement discussed in this 
dissertation, I have said that it is in his imitation of Homer that Quintus of Smyrna turns 
to Hesiod to offer a different or critical stance toward the Homeric original. In short, 
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Homer is always in our sights. This remains true of all the Hesiodic emulators discussed 
in this chapter. Hesiod indeed is summoned, but Homer is never sent away. As Alan 
Cameron has shown, both Callimachus and Aratus show deep familiarity and engagement 
with Homer.259 So, too, with Plato. It would be too narrow an argument to say that 
Hesiod’s path to arete informs the ascent narrative in the Republic, if we did not also 
acknowledge the importance of Odysseus’s descent into the underworld in the Odyssey. 
Lycidas in Theocritus Idylls 7 cuts an unmistakably Hesiodic figure, a goatherd bearing a 
club of olive, which he renders to Simichidas as a gift from the Muses (Theoc. Id. 
7.129);260 but at the end of the poem, Simichidas prays that he be able to plant his mighty 
winnowing fan in a heap of Demeter’s grain, marking him out clearly as an Odyssean 
character, fulfilling the prophecy foretold by the ghost of Tiresias in the Odyssey (cf. 
Hom. Od. 11.119-37). And Nicander, as we saw above, opens his poem with a question 
regarding the truthfulness of Hesiod’s narratives, but he seals the end of the Theriaca 
with a valediction in which he calls himself “Homeric Nicander” 
(Ὁµηρείοιο…Νικάνδροιο, Ther. 957). 
 I end here with Vergil and his Aeneid, a poet whose vantage point toward Homer 
and Hesiod is most like Quintus of Smyrna’s. In a deeply Homeric poem, Vergil’s poetic 
ego at times aniticipates some of Quintus of Smyrna’s practices. Late into the poem—
although not as late as Quintus of Smyrna—we get an invocation (Aen. 7.37-45), this 
time to Erato, one of the nine Muses first named by Hesiod (Th. 78). It is perfectly 
sensible to say that Erato as minister of love should be summoned here, since it marks the 																																																								
259 Cameron (1995: 362-86). 
260 See Gutzwiller (2006: 11-15, 22-23; 1991: 158-71), Wright (1983). 
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beginning of the fierce battle over the love of Lavinia; but that does not detract from the 
irony that Vergil addresses a Hesiodic Muse just as he is turning to his Iliadic enterprise. 
And just like Quintus of Smyrna, who portrays himself in a Hesiodic light before offering 
a Homeric catalogue of heroes, Vergil twice invokes the Heliconian Muses in the latter 
half of the poem ahead of very Iliadic catalogues. The first is worth quoting in full. War 
having been ignited between the Trojans and the Italians, Vergil interrupts his narrative to 
ask the Muses for the names of the Italian tribes (Aen. 7.641-46):261 
 Pandite nunc Helicona, deae, cantusque movete, 
 qui bello exciti reges, quae quemque secutae 
 complerint campos acies, quibus Itala iam tum 
 floruerit terra alma viris, quibus arserit armis; 
 et meministis enim, divae, et memorare potestis; 
 ad nos vix tenuis famae perlabitur aura. 
 
 Now open up Helicon, goddesses, and move our songs: 
 which kings were provoked to war? Which were all the battle 
 lines that pursued each other, and filled the plain? With what men did  
 our Italian mother land already bloom, with what arms did she burn? 
 For you recall, goddesses, and you can relate it; 
 hardly does the tender breath of fame glide down to us. 
																																																								
261 In the other invocation (Aen. 10.163-65), Vergil asks the Muses to open up Helicon 
and tell him of the Tuscan ships that accompany Aeneas back to Latium.  
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In this invocation, we observe an amalgamation of the same Hesiodic and Homeric topoi 
as we see in Quintus of Smyrna. In preparation for a monumental catalogue of warriors, 
Vergil turns to Hesiod’s Helicon, but at the same time appeals to Homer’s sense of 
dependency on the Muses. Lines 645-46 are very closely modeled on Hom. Il. 2.485-86, 
the exact explanatory clause which Quintus of Smyrna abandons to become a Hesiodic 
singer (cf. QS 12.308). In other words, Vergil offers the inverse of the relationship to 
Homer and Hesiod that we see in Quintus of Smyrna, in that he begins with a Hesiodic 
conceit of unlocking Helicon and ends with a Homeric insecurity about man’s ability to 
know anything but fame.262  
 
5.5 Final Reflections 
Although the term Second Sophistic “brings with it some considerable fogginess,”263 
nevertheless it has been a useful framework within which to discuss the nature of Quintus 
of Smyrna’s engagement of Hesiod and Homer. Features of the Posthomerica certainly 
exhibit the traits of a rhetorically minded poet and audience, such as the ekphrasis of 
Achilles’ shield discussed in Chapter One and the forensic speeches of Odysseus and 
Ajax discussed in Chapter Two. As well, we see a privileging of intellectual prowess, 
rooted in Greece’s literary (epic especially) past (paideia), and best exampled by the wise 
sage Nestor, whose epideictic performance in Book Four (discussed in Chapter Two) 
showcases the primacy of declamatory performance. If Calchas’s prophecy of Aeneas’s 																																																								
262 Note that this invocation comes in between Anchises’ prophecy for a golden age, and 
the descriptions of golden-age Italy discussed in Chapter Four. 
263 Richter and Johnson (2017: 4). 
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future mentioned above is a tacit acknowledgement of Roman imperial rule over all 
peoples (the Greeks included), then, we must assume, Quintus of Smyrna too 
acknowledges his political and social position in a world dominated by Rome. Here, too, 
we must return to Nestor: old and physically decrepit, nevertheless his mental prowess 
and his powerful bardic performance is enough to win him a prize at Achilles’ funeral 
games. Nestor symbolizes an intellectual triumph in the absence of any real power.  
 And what of Quintus of Smyrna? He presents himself as a shepherd-bard, 
imposing Hesiodic images of peace, justice and arete onto Homeric shields, and 
embracing Hesiod’s rhetorical register and “sweet” style (Chapters Three and Four), in a 
poem so ostensibly Homeric that Renaissance editions of his Posthomerica often wedged 
his poem in between the Iliad and Odyssey.264  
What this dissertation has brought to light, however, is that his Hesiodic posturing 
reveals an implicit commentary on Homeric visions of beauty, ethics, and characters. His 
appeals to Hesiod reflect prevailing attitudes, from Hellenistic times onwards, towards 
Hesiod as the peace-loving poet of farming whose poetry and persona acted as a foil to 
Homer’s (discussed in Chapter Four). Within the context of Second Sophistic studies, 
Quintus of Smyrna’s re-working of Homer is in keeping with that strand of Homeric 
reception studied by Lawrence Kim, in which appreciation for Homer is expressed 
through innovation, critique, and correction. Moreover, we have seen in this chapter that 
what distinguishes Quintus of Smyrna from the rest of his fellow Greek hexameter poets, 
is his direct engagement with Hesiod, whereas poets like Colluthus and Oppian view 																																																								
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Hesiod through a thick Hellenistic filter, or completely efface him for the sake of the 
Hellenistic imitation. And so, when we look at Quintus of Smyrna from the perspective 
of late imperial (Second Sophistic and Late Antique) receptions of Hesiod in poetry, he 
stands out as a statistical aberration: unlike his contemporaries, Quintus of Smyrna 
alludes directly to Hesiod and unmediated by Hellenistic authors. The one time that he 
does appeal to Callimachus is to drive home the point that his Hesiodic self-fashioning is 
meant to distinguish himself from Homer. However, if we accept Whitmarsh’s argument 
for Hellenistic and Imperial contiuities, then Quintus of Smyrna emerges as a late 
inheritor of Callimachus’s literary-aesthetic tastes, a poet who uses Hesiod to critique 
Homer in his own reading of the events of the Trojan War. 
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